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DEDICATION 


To Our Lady: God’s sublimely exalted, grace-filled creature, the 
most exquisite disciple of Christ, and altogether worthy of honor 
and emulation. 


Chapter One 


Mary’s Carol (A Christmas Poem) 


[for the biblical background (that I’ve taken great pains to closely follow), 
see: Luke 1:26—56; 2:1—20, 35] 


I was just a young, poor girl from Nazareth in Galilee; To Joseph 
betrothed; descended from King David’s line. Obedient to Moses’ and 
Yahweh’s holy laws were we; Seeking in all our ways and acts to follow the 
Will Divine. 


The glorious angel Gabriel suddenly one day appeared; Speaking solemnly 
in troubling and confusing ways. With words causing great awe, confusion, 
even fear: Why hail me as “O favored one” and “full of grace”? 


I was told that I was chosen to bear a special Son, A great man: the 
righteous “Son of the Most High’ Inheritor of David’s throne and higher 
than everyone; Reigning over Jacob, with His Father's kingdom nigh. 


The Holy Spirit was to “overshadow” me like a cloud; My precious child 
was all-holy; God's only begotten. “What did that mean?,’ I wondered; yet 
not out loud; Trembling, pondering a message not soon forgotten. 


To Gabriel I said I was the lowly “handmaid of the Lord”; Whatever God 
wanted, I was happy and willing to do. I resolved to “let it be to me 
according to your word”; I embraced the luminous vision of God’s holy 
gospel anew. 


I visited my kinswoman Elizabeth, in Judaean hills far away; The prophet 
John the Baptist did leap for joy in her womb. He would prepare the way 
for Jesus on that wonderful Day: The healer of the blind, Who raised the 
dead from the tomb. 


Elizabeth, filled with the Holy Spirit, praised this lowly maid; Calling me 
blessed among women, carrying a blessed child. I was even the mother of 
her “Lord,’—is what she said; I kept these things in my heart, astonished 
all the while. 


Then my soul praised God: magnifying His name and deeds, Rejoicing that 
He saved me by grace from a certain fate. Marveling at how He had always 
filled His people’s needs, From generation to generation: Abraham up to 
that date. 


The night I bore my Lord Jesus is always clear in my mind; No inn or house 
in sight; just a cold, dusty (but dry) cave. Even the beasts “understood’, and 
were so gentle and kind; The Lord of Lords was now with us, to seek and to 
save. 


Angels sang of glad tidings; curious shepherds came to see—After hearing 
loud heavenly choruses of great peace and joy—The King of kings, David’s 
heir, and carpenter’s son of Galilee. God had become man: the eternal 
Creator was a baby boy! 


Then I quietly meditated on the divine mission my child had; Though my 
soul be pierced; by His death we'd reach heaven. But I accepted this: God’s 
love and mercy made me so glad; For this divine plan my body and soul I 


have joyfully given. 


Chapter Two 
Mary’s Knowledge of Jesus’ Divinity 


What did Mary know about Jesus, after being informed by an angel that 
she would be overshadowed by the Holy Spirit and bear the Son of God? 
The Catholic Church teaches that the Holy Spirit revealed to Mary all of 
this knowledge from the beginning of the Annunciation. Simeon’s 
prophecy perhaps informed her (if she didn’t know it already) of another 
aspect of her role as the Mother of God: that a sword would pierce her 
heart (Luke 2:25-35). 

Fr. William Most writes: 


The traditional view holds that Mary did know the divinity of Christ at 
the time of the Annunciation. This view is still held today by not only 
the best theologians, but also by the best Scriptural scholars... 

Would God ask her to consent in the name of the whole human race, 
and still withhold from her knowledge of that to which she was 
consenting?... 

We are not permitted to give Holy Communion to children who do 
not know what they are receiving. Would Mary be given this far greater 
Communion in ignorance of what she was receiving?... She did know 
that her Son was to be divine. 


(Mary in Our Life, Garden City, New York: Doubleday Image, 1963 
[originally 1954], 278, 280-281) 


This follows straightforwardly from what we know the angel Gabriel 
told the Blessed Virgin in the Annunciation. Mary’s knowledge of Christ's 
divinity from that time on is, therefore, an explicitly biblical teaching: 


He will be great, and will be called the Son of the Most High; and the 
Lord God will give to him the throne of his father David, ... and of his 


kingdom there will be no end ... the child to be born will be called holy, 
the Son of God. 


(Luke 1:32-33, 35) 


Apart from the messianic implications (it can be shown that the 
Messiah was divine, through cross-referencing in the Old Testament 
alone; for example, Isaiah 9:6-7), the fact that Jesus was called (by an 
archangel) Son of God was sufficient to establish His deity or divinity or 
Godhood. We know this from John 5:17-18, where Jesus called God the 
Father “My Father.’ 

The Jews then sought to kill Him for blasphemy, because, as St. John 
tells us, He “called God his own Father, making himself equal with God” 
(5:18). This is how “Son of God” was understood in the Jewish mind. 
Roughly the same thing occurs again in the record of John 10:22—33 (and 
at that time He also added “I and the father are one”— 10:30). 

Neither Jesus nor Mary “grew in awareness” or “gradually figured out” 
Who He was. Such a teaching is theological liberalism and heterodoxy. 
Jesus knew all along what would happen (including His Resurrection; see, 
for example, Matthew 16:21-23; Mark 8:31-33; Luke 9:21-22. The 
Gospels present one harmonious presentation of Jesus: the real Jesus of 
verifiable history. The four accounts complement each other. 

Furthermore, Mary’s knowledge was “confirmed” when she visited 
Elizabeth, mother of John the Baptist, who called her the “mother of my 
Lord” (Luke 1:43). Right after that passage, we see Mary praising God in 
the famous Magnificat (Luke 1:46-55) because she was to be the mother 
of the Son of God, the Messiah, God the Son, God incarnate: which is 
precisely why she has been called “blessed” (Luke 1:48). She quite 
obviously knew all this. It’s spelled out as clear as it could be. 

Even beyond that (quite enough itself), we have the words of Simeon, 
about the Messiah (God told him that Jesus was the Messiah); he spoke to 
Joseph and Mary when they presented Jesus in the Temple (Luke 2:22- 
35). One might point out in retort that Mary and Joseph were “amazed” at 
these words (2:33), but that could just as easily refer to their amazement 
that Simeon had this knowledge and word from the Lord; rather than the 
content of his message. 


The prophetess Anna also appeared in the Temple at that time and 
spoke about Jesus’ messianic mission (Luke 2:36-38). So not only did 
Mary and Joseph know full well Who Jesus was; so would all who heard 
(and believed) her words, or Simeon’s. 

Moreover, there was the preaching of John the Baptist and the 
knowledge of the Three Wise Men (Matthew 2:1-6, 9-11). Their 
knowledge that Jesus was Messiah was precisely what caused Herod to try 
to kill all the infants, so as to kill the Messiah, Jesus, among them 
(Matthew 2:7-8, 16-18). 

Lastly, Joseph was told by “an angel of the Lord” in a dream Who Jesus 
was, and that “he will save his people from their sins” and that one of His 
names would be “Emmanuel, which means ‘God is with us’ ” (Matthew 
1:18-25). 

Yet some would, nevertheless, have us believe that Mary—the very one 
whom an angel visited, to announce the Virgin Birth and Incarnation— 
did not know what many others already knew either before or soon after 
Jesus’ birth? It makes little sense—even considered apart from all this 
biblical data—to think that Mary’s celebrated “yes” or “fiat” to the angel’s 
glorious announcement (Luke 1:38) was made without having the slightest 
(or only dim) idea of what she was consenting to. 


Chapter Three 


The Imitation of Mary 


We miserable sinners find ourselves in quite an awkward position when 
it comes to “relating” to (as we believe) sinless and perfected people like the 
Blessed Virgin Mary. I would like to offer a summary and an 
“introductory” observation about Catholic Marian piety and Mariology. 
Perhaps it would be helpful to some. 

First, we need to distinguish between relating to Mary and emulating 
her. Since she was indeed without sin (both original and actual), in that 
sense it is difficult to “walk in her shoes,’ so to speak. 

Yet, when it comes to imitation per se, it is a fact of life that in our 
better moments we all strive to emulate people who are “superior” to us, 
whom we admire and look up to—those who have succeeded in areas we 
still yearn for and dream about. That’s what all the talk about “role models” 
is about. If we didn't have a high goal to strive for, how could we improve 
and become the type of people we want to be? 

Secondly, what Catholics have most revered about Mary through the 
centuries, I believe, is her humility and willingness to be mightily used by 
God as the Theotokos (God-bearer). In this sense she is like us: a mere 
human being who said yes to God, thus reversing the no of Eve (hence her 
designation as the Second Eve in the Fathers). This is the Mary of the 
Annunciation (Luke 1:38, 48). 

Now, one might counter with the objection that she had to say yes, 
being sinless, yet Catholics would not hold to that assertion, since we also 
believe in free will. It is true of all of us that we must agree to accept and 
cooperate with the graces that always originate from God (1 Corinthians 
3:8—-9; 15:10; 2 Corinthians 6:1). We are, in a sense, “co-laborers” with 
God. We do not adhere to fatalism or determinism (Calvinists also deny 
that they hold such a view). 


If we take the logic that she “had to do it, therefore it wasn't 
meritorious, to its logical conclusion, we would also have to say that God’s 
voluntary good actions are not good, since He is unable—by the nature of 
things—to sin. Therefore, we assert that Mary did the right thing, and that 
she was a created human being like the rest of us, even though without sin, 
and that this is both her glory and her commonality with us. 

Thirdly, Mary is not intrinsically superior in essence to the rest of us. 
She received from God all of the grace which she possessed in abundance 
(Luke 1:28—full of grace in some translations). She was merely given more 
of it at one time, and earlier, than us. All human beings who are to be saved 
for eternity in heaven will one day be without sin, unstained, immaculate, 
just as Mary was from conception, and just as all of us were meant to be, 
but for the Fall of Adam and Eve. 

For this reason John Henry Cardinal Newman noted that it was easier 
to believe in the Immaculate Conception than it was to accept the fact that 
all human beings are conceived in original sin, since it was but one mere 
exception to the universal rule. 

Fourth, while it is appealing in a sense to ponder a sinful Mary whom 
God could have used as well (which is indeed not an impossible 
hypothetical scenario), God chose, rather, to make her sinless since this 
was appropriate for the ark of the new covenant who carried God incarnate 
and shared even her own blood with Him in utero. God chose to act in a 
special way to preserve Mary from sin. 

I don’t think it is unreasonable at all to believe that He would do that, 
given the revealed fact that He will eventually totally cleanse all saved 
persons so that they will be fit for heaven. If we must be clean to enter 
heaven and stand in God’s presence (Revelation 21:27), then it seems only 
proper for the Mother of God to possess a commensurate righteousness 
for that unfathomable task, privilege, and honor. I think she herself would 
much rather have been granted the special grace of an Immaculate 
Conception, than to have to face that awesome situation as a sinner (just 
as we ourselves will want to be as clean as we can be when we make it to 
heaven). 

Fifth, there are plenty of other sinful, “weak” models in Scripture that 
we can relate to as like us in that sense: vacillating, overzealous Peter, 
perhaps proud, tempestuous Paul, stuttering Moses the murderer and his 


wimpy brother Aaron, blame-shifting Adam, murderous and adulterous 
David, doubting Thomas, deceptive Jacob, sexually weak Samson, drunken, 
incestuous Noah, etc. 

Is it implausible or surprising for God to spare one, lone human being 
(His earthly mother at that) from the onslaught of original sin? In fact, we 
might wonder (following Newman’s thinking), why He didn’t make more 
people sinless. 

Finally, getting back to the first point, I think this objection fails in the 
final analysis because it is unscriptural, for the following reasons: we are 
commanded to imitate the Apostle Paul and other saints (1 Corinthians 
4:16; Philippians 3:17; 2 Thessalonians 3:7—9; cf. James 5:10-11; Hebrews 
6:12 and chapter 11): a thing difficult enough to do. 

St. Paul sinned as we do, but he also did extraordinary things that in all 
likelihood we will never accomplish. He was an Apostle. Yet we are called 
to “imitate” him. Christianity is filled with this sort of striving for what in 
fact is virtually unattainable in this lifetime. That’s one of the many 
paradoxes of our faith. We may not achieve a 100% grade, but we can shoot 
for a 90%, or 80% (speaking of sanctification, not the grounds of salvation), 
as God allows, and as we are faithful in allowing Him to do His work in us. 
The ideals are always there as goals. 

Now, the rub is that Paul in turn, imitates Christ, and calls for us to do 
that as well (1 Corinthians 11:1; 1 Thessalonians 1:6). Here we are in the 
same boat as with Mary, and even more so, since this is God Incarnate. 
Obviously we will not “imitate” Him perfectly, but we are called to do our 
best, and live by His example. And in our Lord Jesus we find even more 
profound humility than we find in Mary: He humbled Himself first by 
giving up divine prerogatives and becoming man (Philippians 2:5-7) and 
then dying on the cross (Philippians 2:8). 

That is the glory of the Incarnation itself: the fact that God would so 
humble Himself out of love for us, as to become one of us: like one of His 
own creatures. C. S. Lewis compared that act to a person becoming an ant. 
We don’t say that we can't relate to Christ because He is God, but that we 
can relate to Him since He is a man: 


For we have not a high priest who is unable to sympathize with our 
weaknesses, but one who in every respect has been tempted as we are, 


yet without sin. 


(Hebrews 4:15; cf. 2:17-18; 4:16; 5:7-8; Isaiah 53:3; 2 Corinthians 
5:21; 1 Peter 2:19-21) 


Therefore, since we are expressly informed in Scripture that Jesus our 
Lord and God, who did not and could not sin, can nevertheless relate to us, 
“sympathize with our weaknesses, and has been tested like us “in every 
respect, we can relate all the more so to Mary, who is a creature as we are, 
yet without sin. In other words, sinlessness is not inherently opposed to 
human nature, as if sin and concupiscence were the “normal” state. 

Rather, it is sin that is “unhuman,’ since it stands in the way of what God 
intended for the human race, and what will one day indeed be 
accomplished among the saved and the elect. Thus, Mary is more “human” 
than all of us, and therefore can help us (by example and intercession) to 
be what we should be: more like Jesus, her beloved Son, and less in bondage 
to sin. She is the example of what all of us can be (hopefully more and 
more) in this life, and what we assuredly will essentially be in the next if we 
persevere by God’s grace in the faith. 

Catholic Christianity recognizes and venerates the Blessed Virgin 
Mary, the Immaculate Mother of God (the Son), as the exemplar of what 
redeemed humanity will one day be: the forerunner, the quintessential 
Christian and symbol of the Church herself, our Spiritual Mother and 
Queen of Heaven, who was spared the curse of death by God’s grace and 
immediately received her glorious resurrected body after her earthly 
sojourn had come to an end. And that’s why Catholics have fulfilled the 
prophecy that Mary gave concerning herself, saying that “henceforth all 
generations will call me blessed” (Luke 1:48). And why is she blessed? She 
tells us: 


for he who is mighty has done great things for me, and holy is his name. 
(Luke 1:49) 


Mary is always glorifying God the Father and Jesus, never herself, for 
this is her purpose and calling. All of the Marian doctrines are 
Christocentric. They were promulgated in the first place so that Jesus 
Christ would be glorified, not Mary. And this is why Catholics have 


venerated her above all creatures, and why any Christian can indeed 
“relate to” and “identify with” her, because she glorifies and imitates God, 
and that is what all serious Christians want to do (and are commanded to 
do) too. 


Chapter Four 


Was Mary’s Immaculate Conception Absolutely 
Necessary? 


It is my understanding that the Catholic Church does not hold hold 
that it was absolutely or intrinsically necessary for the Blessed Virgin Mary 
to be sinless; only fitting or appropriate (God making the choice). We 
believe the Immaculate Conception happened, and are required to believe 
this, but we don’t believe that it had to happen exactly as it did (in all 
possible worlds, etc.), in order for God to consistently be God. 

The Immaculate Conception made Mary as Eve was before the Fall 
(precisely why the Fathers often called her the Second Eve or New Eve): 
unfallen and sinless; not subject to original sin. What better person to 
choose than the one who bore our Lord Jesus in her own body for nine 
months? 

The fullest development of the Immaculate Conception, as formulated 
by Duns Scotus in the 13th century, was careful to maintain that the 
Immaculate Conception did not rule out the need for redemption for 
Mary. She was saved just like the rest of us, and she called God her Savior 
in the Magnificat (as St. Thomas Aquinas pointed out). 

She was saved by grace even more than the rest of us because by this 
special act original sin was removed. It is entirely an act of God’s grace: as 
much as any act could possibly be, since Mary was not cooperating: having 
just come into existence. Mary was saved by grace, just like anyone and 
everyone who is saved. God simply performed an extra supernatural act to 
make her like Eve was before the Fall. 

God can do anything He wishes, so this is not prima facie impossible, let 
alone unreasonable, implausible, or “unbiblical’ It contradicts nothing in 
Scripture. Scripture talks about sinless creatures (pre-Fall Adam and Eve, 
the good angels). Being sinless is not, therefore, a_ biblically 


incomprehensible position. It is not immediately or incontrovertibly 
unbiblical or extra-biblical to hold these beliefs. Nothing in them 
contradicts anything in Scripture. 

The medieval theologians argued that Mary was saved like everyone 
else (Jesus died for her, too, since that is where all salvation and 
redemption comes from), but in a different fashion. They used the analogy 
of a pit in the forest. If someone falls in and is rescued by a rope from 
someone up above, they are “saved. But it is also true that if someone 
reaches out and “rescues” them before they are about to fall in, they are 
also “saved.” The pit represents sin (and original sin), and the rescuer is 
God and His grace. 

Mary never fell into the pit, but it doesn’t follow that she was not saved 
or not rescued from it. She certainly was, and it was entirely by God's grace, 
and must have been, since she had only been in existence for a moment 
when it happened. But she also had to follow God in her free will (once she 
was old enough to possess one). She agreed to be the Theotokos at the 
Annunciation. God knew all this in His foreknowledge but it doesn’t mean 
that Mary had no free will. God simply knew that she would agree and 
cooperate in and by His grace, and so chose her, knowing that (because He 
knows all things). 

I would contend that it was more “necessary” (if not absolutely 
necessary) for Jesus to be born as He was, to show that He was truly a man 
(the kenosis, Philippians 2:5—9), than for Mary to be sinless in doing her 
part to make the Incarnation occur. But we believe that it was altogether 
fitting for Mary to be sinless, since she bore God the Son. 

It is not true that everyone has to necessarily be a sinner. The unfallen 
angels never sinned. It is thinkable for someone to not be a sinner. After all, 
the Fall is the abnormality in mankind, not Mary’s Immaculate 
Conception, which merely returned her back to “normal” again. Thus, we 
don't believe that the Immaculate Conception was absolutely necessary, 
only that it is true, and happened in fact. 

Most everything having to do with creatures is contingent or non- 
necessary. The necessary truths are things like God not being able to sin, or 
not being able to not exist. That cannot be other than it is, because God is 
the necessary Being. 


Chapter Five 


Biblical Argument (From Analogy and 
Plausibility) for the Immaculate Conception of 


Mary 


Neither the notion nor the fact of a sinless created being is impossible. 
The angels (excepting the fallen ones, or demons) are sinless and always 
have been. They never sinned. They never rebelled against God. They’re 
creatures as we are, with a free will to sin or not sin. Adam and Eve were 
originally sinless and could have remained so had they not rebelled against 
God’s commands. 

Babies in the womb are without actual sin (though not without original 
sin), and even after birth they cannot sin mortally (with full subjective 
awareness necessary for mortal sin) for quite some time, until they attain 
the age of reason. 

As acknowledged in the preceding chapter, the Immaculate Conception 
was not, strictly speaking, absolutely necessary for God to do. God could 
possibly have gone about things a different way, just as He could have saved 
mankind with just His word, without a bloody cross and Jesus’ agonizing 
suffering, had He chosen to do that. 

That is freely granted in Catholic (as well as in most non-Catholic 
Christian) theology. That said, we contend that the Immaculate 
Conception is a completely plausible act of God, and most fitting and 
proper and should not be at all “surprising,” in light of several analogous 
variables in Scripture. 

Another biblical argument can be made from the “proximity to God”: in 
other words, “the closer one gets to God, the more holy one must be.’ I 
developed this at some length in my first book, A Biblical Defense of 
Catholicism (pp. 178-185). 


The presence of God imparts holiness (Deuteronomy 7:6; 26:19; 
Jeremiah 2:3). The temple site was sacred and holy (Isaiah 11:9; 56:7; 
64:10), and the Holy of Holies where God was specially present above the 
ark of the covenant (Exodus 25:22), was the holiest place of all within the 
temple. When we are ultimately with God in heaven, sin is abolished once 
and for all (1 John 3:3—9; Revelation 14:5; 21:27). 

In order to be such a magnificent vessel for the Incarnate God Himself, 
it stands to reason that God would make the Blessed Virgin Mary an 
exceptional human being: not only full of grace and therefore sinless (Luke 
1:28), but ordained as completely free from original sin, from the moment 
of her conception: to be preserved by a special act of grace from God, from 
all sin whatever: original and actual. 

Now, the challenge at this point is to show how and why one would 
posit the Immaculate Conception, based on the biblical data alone (since 
our Protestant brethren put the highest emphasis on Scripture, and regard 
it as the only infallible authority in Christianity). Is it possible to do that? 
Can some semblance of an argument be made from the Bible: if not 
directly (as we grant), at least from analogy, plausibility, and indirect 
deduction? I think so. 

A sinless Mary is a completely biblical concept: even a fairly explicit 
one: once one examines Luke 1:28 very closely (the meaning of the Greek 
word involved: kecharitomene) and realizes the inexorable deductions 
based on the nature of grace and its relation to sin (about which the Bible 
has much to say). I made this argument in my book, The Catholic Verses (pp. 
181-190), and consider it a rather strong one. In a nutshell, the reasoning 
works as follows: 


1) Grace saves us. 


2) Grace is the antithesis of sin and gives us the power to be holy and 
righteous and without sin. 


3) To be full of the grace (Luke 1:28) which gives us the power to be 
holy and righteous and without sin, is to be fully without sin, by that 
same grace. 


Now we must make some connection between Mary’s conception or 
(failing that) at least sanctity from the womb, to provide some biblical 


rationale for her Immaculate Conception. The Bible doesn’t directly reveal 
anything in this respect about Mary. It informs us (through the mouth of 
the angel Gabriel) that she is “full of grace” and that this state was present 
at the time of the Annunciation. 

From that information alone, however, we can't tell how long Mary had 
been full of grace and without sin. Therefore, that particular aspect has to 
be argued from analogy and plausibility. And I think that can be done as 
well. 

It’s fairly easy to find examples of holy people who have been sanctified 
or made righteous from the womb, and even (in terms of God's 
foreordination or predestination) from before they were ever conceived. 
The Bible does refer to holiness being imparted even before birth; indeed, 
even before conception. 

Before we pursue that line of thought, let’s step back a bit and note that 
the biblical writers are fully aware of the notion of conception itself. And 
this presupposes that a person (with a soul; otherwise he or she is no 
person) is in existence from that time (e.g., Genesis 25:21; Numbers 5:28; 2 
Samuel 11:5; Job 3:3; Psalm 51:5; Song of Solomon 8:2; Luke 2:21; Romans 
9:10). 

Does the Bible, moreover, refer to people being called from the womb 
for His purposes? Yes; Samson was one such person: 


Judges 16:17 And he told her all his mind, and said to her, “A razor has 
never come upon my head; for I have been a Nazirite to God from my 
mother’s womb. If I be shaved, then my strength will leave me, and I 
shall become weak, and be like any other man.’ 


A Nazirite was a person who separated himself and was specially 
consecrated to God: one who made special vows that went beyond the 
ordinary requirements of the Law. But we know that Samson was not 
without sin, so his example suffices only to show that being called by God 
before birth is not unknown in Holy Scripture. The same notion occurs in 
relation to Isaiah the prophet: 


Isaiah 49:1, 5 ... The LORD called me from the womb, ... [5] And now 
the LORD says, who formed me from the womb to be his servant, to 
bring Jacob back to him, and that Israel might be gathered to him, for I 


am honored in the eyes of the LORD, and my God has become my 
strength— 


We find the same in the book of Job: 


Job 31:15, 18 Did not he who made me in the womb make him? And did 
not one fashion us in the womb?... (for from his youth I reared him as a 
father, and from his mother’s womb I guided him); 


We also observe in Sacred Scripture that God has plans for His servants 
from even before they were conceived (God being out of time in the first 


place): 
Psalm 139:13-16 For thou didst form my inward parts, thou didst knit 


me together in my mother’s womb. [14] I praise thee, for thou art 
fearful and wonderful. Wonderful are thy works! Thou knowest me 
right well; [15] my frame was not hidden from thee, when I was being 
made in secret, intricately wrought in the depths of the earth. [16] Thy 
eyes beheld my unformed substance; in thy book were written, every 
one of them, the days that were formed for me, when as yet there was 
none of them. 


Thus, the idea that a person is somehow spiritually formed and molded 
by God and called from the very time of their conception (and before) is an 
explicit biblical concept. But we can produce even more than that: having 
to do also with holiness. The prophet Jeremiah reported the Lord’s 
revelation to him (as confirmed by another writer of Scripture): 


Jeremiah 1:5 “Before I formed you in the womb I knew you, and before 
you were born I consecrated you; I appointed you a prophet to the 
nations.” (KJV: “sanctified thee”) 


Sirach 49:7 ... he had been consecrated in the womb as prophet, ... 


“Consecrated” or “sanctified” in Jeremiah 1:5 is the Hebrew word 
quadash (Strong’s word #6942). According to Gesenius’ Hebrew-Chaldee 
Lexicon of the Old Testament (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 
1979 reprint, p. 725), in this instance it meant “to declare any one holy.’ 
Gesenius applies this particular meaning also to the temple: 


1 Kings 9:3 And the LORD said to him, “T have heard your prayer and 
your supplication, which you have made before me; I have consecrated 
this house which you have built, and put my name there for ever; my 
eyes and my heart will be there for all time.’ 


Here are a few more related appearances of the word: 


Exodus 29:42-—43 ... the door of the tent of meeting before the LORD, 
where I will meet with you, to speak there to you. [43] There I will meet 
with the people of Israel, and it shall be sanctified by my glory; 


Isaiah 5:16 But the LORD of hosts is exalted in justice, and the Holy 
God shows himself holy in righteousness. 


Ezekiel 20:12 Moreover I gave them my sabbaths, as a sign between me 
and them, that they might know that I the LORD sanctify them. 


Jeremiah was thus consecrated or sanctified from the womb; possibly 
from conception (the text is somewhat vague as to the exact time). This is 
fairly analogous to the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception. It 
approximates it. We know Jeremiah was a very holy man. Was he sinless, 
though? Perhaps he was. I don't recall reading accounts of Jeremiah 
sinning. 

We know, after all, that the Bible is very frank about exposing sins 
where they existed (David’s adultery, Noah’s drunkenness, Moses’ murder, 
Isaiah's “unclean lips,’ Elijah’s and Jonah’s lapses of faith, Doubting Thomas, 
Peter’s betrayals, Paul’s persecutions, etc.). Therefore, though the lack of 
such an account of sin does not prove sinlessness, it is consistent with its 
possibility. 

The retort at this point might be that there is a lack of such a notion in 
the New Testament. But that’s not true. We have the example of John the 
Baptist: 


Luke 1:15 for he will be great before the Lord, and he shall drink no 
wine nor strong drink, and he will be filled with the Holy Spirit, even 
from his mother’s womb. 


Luke 1:41, 44 And when Elizabeth heard the greeting of Mary, the babe 
leaped in her womb; and Elizabeth was filled with the Holy Spirit ... For 


behold, when the voice of your greeting came to my ears, the babe in my 


womb leaped for joy. 


We know that John the Baptist was also a very holy man. Was he 
sinless? We can’t know that for sure from the biblical data. I don’t recall any 
mention of a sin from John the Baptist, in Scripture. St. Catherine of Siena, 
for one, believed that he never sinned (A Treatise of Prayer). But we know 
that he was sanctified from the womb. And that forms some plausible 
analogy to the Immaculate Conception. Lastly, St. Paul refers to being 
called before he was born: 


Galatians 1:15 ... he who had set me apart before I was born, and had 
called me through his grace, 


Therefore, by analogy and plausibility, based on many biblical cross- 
references, we can and may conclude that it is “biblical” and reasonable to 
believe in faith that Mary was immaculately conceived. Nothing in the 
Bible contradicts this belief. And there is much that suggests various 
elements of it, as we have seen. It does require faith, of course, but based on 
the biblical data alone it is not an unreasonable or “unbiblical” belief at all. 

Her sinlessness is taught in Luke 1:28, so we need only extrapolate the 
sinlessness back into the womb (which is easy to do), and with regard to 
original sin as well (not as easy, assuredly, but not impossible to imagine, 
either). 

If God calls and predestines people for a specific purpose from all 
eternity, from before they were ever born, as David states and as Jeremiah 
strongly implies, then what inherent difficulty is there in His sanctifying a 
very important person in salvation history, centrally involved in the 
Incarnation, from conception? 

The possibility simply can’t be ruled out. And if God can call Jeremiah 
and John the Baptist from the womb and (possibly) from conception, why 
not Mary as well? The one case is no less plausible than the other, and so 
we believe it, by analogy. 

It’s not foreign to biblical thinking, and makes perfect sense. According 
to the Catholic Church, God restored to Mary the innocence of Eve before 
the Fall, and filled her with grace, in order to prepare her for her 


unspeakably sublime, sanctified task as the Mother of God the Son. Why 
should He not do so? 


Chapter Six 


Is the Material Sufficiency of Scripture 
Inconsistent With Belief in the Assumption of 
Mary? 


Material sufficiency of Scripture means that all Christian doctrines are 
either explicitly set forth in Scripture, or are indirectly implied, inferred, 
alluded to or deduced, or are presented in at least a primitive kernel form: 
later to be developed through the centuries (just as even Christology and 
trinitarianism were). Most important Catholics in fact believe in material 
sufficiency, though it is not a dogma of the faith. 

It’s interesting and notable that even a key and central “pillar” of 
Protestantism, such as sola Scriptura, or Scripture Alone (as the final and 
only infallible authority), is not an explicit biblical teaching. That the Bible 
doesn't contain explicit proof for sola Scriptura is admitted even by 
Protestant apologists, such as Norman Geisler (one of the most eminent 
ones): 


(T]he Bible does teach implicitly and logically, if not formally and 
explicitly, that the Bible alone is the only infallible basis for faith and 
practice. 


(Roman Catholics and Evangelicals: Agreements and Differences, co- 
author, Ralph E. Mackenzie, Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Books, 
1995, 184) 


He concedees that there is neither “formal” nor “explicit” biblical proof. 
Thus, if even sola Scriptura lacks this sort of biblical proof for this 
foundation of Protestant theology and its very rule of faith (and I would 
also deny that one can find even implicit or logical proof for it in Scripture), 
why is it required of Catholics to provide more for a doctrine like the 


Assumption? There are such things as “implicit” and deductive proofs 
from Scripture or at least indications. 

So how does one find implicit or indirectly deduced support for the 
Assumption in Scripture? There are a number of ways to do this. For 
example, if Mary indeed was preserved from original sin, then she would 
not undergo decay. In other words, she would be in a state or condition 
that held sway before the fall of man; see Genesis 3:19; Psalm 16:10). 

Therefore, when she departed this life, she would experience bodily 
resurrection immediately without her body undergoing decay. From one 
thing follows the other. If one is completely without sin, this arguably 
includes original sin, and without original sin, there is no decay; ergo, the 
Assumption follows as a matter of course. 

Another deductive biblical argument for the Assumption of Mary is 
regarding her as the firstfruits of the general resurrection that St. Paul 
discusses in 1 Corinthians 15. What better person to follow Jesus in 
resurrection than His own mother, who made the way of salvation possible 
at the Annunciation? Though this is no ironclad proof, on the other hand, 
it is a very plausible scenario, and contradicts nothing in the Bible. 

Yet another indirect way is to contend that the notion of an 
Assumption itself is not at all a foreign concept in Scripture. It’s not ruled 
out at all, based on the analogies of many other saints being “taken up to 
heaven”: such as Enoch (Hebrews 11:5; cf. Genesis 5:24), Elijah (2 Kings 
2:1, 11), St. Paul being caught up to the “third heaven” (2 Corinthians 
12:2—4), possibly bodily; also the Two Witnesses in Revelation (11:3-12), 
whose dead bodies were revived by God (cf. Matthew 27:52—53), and who 
“went up to heaven in a cloud.’ 

Many commentators think these witnesses are Elijah and Moses, or 
possibly Enoch and Moses, because Scripture doesn’t record the death of 
any of those great men. 

Another biblical argument used regarding Mary’s assumption is the 
“woman clothed with the sun” passage in Revelation 12:1-6: that has 
obvious connections to Mary as well as to the Church (it has a double 
application). 

What a person may think of all of these biblical analogies and hints, 
they are undeniably biblical arguments of some sort, and not too different 
in kind from those used to “prove” that the Bible teaches that it is the only 


final authority (upon which Protestantism builds its entire system of 
authority, and rejects an infallible Catholic Church). 

Furthermore, there is much in the Bible that flat-out contradicts sola 
Scriptura (indications of binding tradition, authoritative oral tradition, 
apostolic succession, strong Church authority, the papacy, Holy Spirit-led 
councils: the council of Jerusalem, etc.), whereas nothing in Scripture 
contradicts the possibility of Mary being assumed into heaven (and many 
parallels show it to be entirely possible and plausible). 

I have found more indication for the Assumption in Scripture, I 
contend, than can be found for sola Scriptura. It’s also undeniably true that 
the canon of Scripture is nowhere found in Scripture itself, and this 
information is necessary to know in order for sola Scriptura to be able to be 
practiced. 

The belief, then, that Scripture is the only infallible authority itself rests 
upon an unquestionable tradition (the canon of Scripture) determined 
ultimately by the Church. Students of logic will surely recognize this as a 
vicious circle; whereas the Assumption entails no such _ logical 
contradiction. It is simply an instance of indirect deductions from 
Scripture. 


Chapter Seven 


Mary as “Spouse of the Holy Spirit”: Biblical 
Analogies and Evidences 


Mary was that only one who merited to be called the Mother and 
Spouse of God. 


(St. Augustine [354-430], Sermon 208, on the Assumption) 


The divine Spirit, the love itself of the Father and the Son, came 
corporally into Mary, and enriching her with graces above all creatures, 
reposed in her and made her his Spouse, the Queen of heaven and earth. 


(St. Anselm [c. 1033-1109], De Excell. Virg. c. 4) 


How could she but be powerful, she who merits the triple title: Domini 
Filia, Domini Mater, Domini Sponsa, Daughter of God, Mother of God 
and Spouse of God. 


(St. Bonaventure [c. 1217-1274]) 


You know well the intimate and wonderful relations existing between 
her and the Holy Ghost, so that she is justly called His Spouse. 


(Pope Leo XIII, Divinum ud Munus, Encyclical on the Holy Spirit, 9 
May 1897, 14) 


Bearing a child conceived by the Holy Spirit has no direct analogy to 
our experience because it was a one-time event, in order to bring about the 
incarnation. So we should fully expect to have some difficulty fitting this 
into accepted categories. But Christianity is filled with such anomalies, 
wonders, and paradoxes. 

The incarnation itself is one of these. How could Jesus be fully God and 
fully man? Run-of-the-mill logic cannot accept this, anymore than it can 


grasp the Trinity (hence many heretics deny both). It requires the eyes of 
faith and an understanding of the “both/and” biblical, Hebraic outlook, 
and of biblical paradox. 

Scripture teaches us that the Church is the Bride of Christ, and makes 
analogies between marriage and Christ and His Church. Therefore, Mary 
being the spouse of the Holy Spirit (since she is the Mother of God the 
Son) is simply another example of this same sort of eminently biblical 
analogy or metaphor (a highly complex and repetitive scriptural theme). 
We know that Mary was the Mother of God. That’s a simple equation: 


1) Jesus was God. 
2) Mary was His true Mother. 


3) Therefore she was the Mother of God, because mothers are mothers 
of persons, not just parts of persons. Mary is mother of Jesus the person 
without being the origin of His Divine Nature as God, just as all 
mothers are mothers of their children while not being the origin of their 
souls, which are supernaturally created by God. 


Even the first Protestant leaders, Luther and Calvin and Zwingli did not 
object to “Mother of God” (Theotokos), because they understood what it 
meant. “Anti-Marianism’” was not prevalent at all in the first generation of 
Protestants, and especially not among those in the forefront of the 
movement. 

By the same general reasoning that applies to Theotokos (arguing solely 
from the Bible, not Catholic tradition), “spouse of God” seems to be 
appropriate and non-objectionable. If one can be a Mother of God 
(something not expressly stated in Scripture—just as the word “Trinity” is 
not—, but is deduced very straightforwardly, and the phrase “mother of 
my Lord” appears), then why is “spouse of God” any different? That Jesus’ 
conception was of the Holy Spirit as a sort of “Father” is plain in the Bible: 


Matthew 1:18-20 Now the birth of Jesus Christ took place in this way. 
When his mother Mary had been betrothed to Joseph, before they came 
together she was found to be with child of the Holy Spirit; [19] and her 
husband Joseph, being a just man and unwilling to put her to shame, 
resolved to divorce her quietly. [20] But as he considered this, behold, 


an angel of the Lord appeared to him in a dream, saying, “Joseph, son of 
David, do not fear to take Mary your wife, for that which is conceived 
in her is of the Holy Spirit; 


Luke 1:31, 34-35 And behold, you will conceive in your womb and bear 
a son, and you shall call his name Jesus.... [34] And Mary said to the 
angel, “How shall this be, since I have no husband?” [35] And the angel 
said to her, “The Holy Spirit will come upon you, and the power of the 
Most High will overshadow you; therefore the child to be born will be 
called holy, the Son of God. 


If we ask, then, “Who is Jesus’ father?” (in terms of the origin of His 
conception) it is not Joseph, but the Holy Spirit in one (limited) sense, and 
God the Father in another sense: one that is much more scripturally 
common. The Bible often must be interpreted in multiple senses and 
meanings and applications. Calling Mary the “spouse of God” is, I contend, 
perfectly harmonious with Bible teaching: 


1) Jesus was conceived by the Holy Spirit (Who is God). 


2) Jesus was conceived in the womb of Mary by the Holy Spirit; “with 
child of the Holy Spirit” (Matthew 1:18). 


3) In normal marital relationships, we say that a woman is “with child 
by [name of a male]? 


4) By analogy, then, if Jesus’ parents were Mary and the Holy Spirit, 
then by simple analogy it follows that Mary (in this particular sense, 
and this alone) is the “spouse of God” just as she was the Mother of God. 


5) The objection to this arguably flows (at least in part) from a mere 
emotional, irrational reaction based on misunderstanding of Hebraic 
and Catholic terminology and categories of thought. “Mother of God” is 
objected to, based on a rather dim comprehension of what it means in 
the first place; thus many objectors think it is putting Mary above God, 
as if God originated from her; whereas it only means that Jesus was God, 
and she was His mother; therefore she was the Mother of God (the 
Son). 


6) Likewise, I submit that perhaps the objection to “spouse of God” 
often flows from similar miscomprehensions and __ irrational 
apprehensions. It is thought to imply an equality with God, when in fact 
it does no such thing. It is only a limited analogical description based on 
Mary’s relation to the Holy Spirit in the matter of the conception of 
Jesus. This description is no more “unbiblical” or non-harmonious with 
Scriptural thought than St. Paul saying “we are God’s fellow workers” (1 
Corinthians 3:9), “working together with him” (2 Corinthians 6:1), or 
St. Peter talking about men becoming “partakers of the divine nature” 
(2 Peter 1:4), or St. John joyously proclaiming, “when he appears we 
shall be like him” (1 John 3:2). These are understood as not entailing 
equality with God; therefore, the phrase “spouse of God” (like the 
related “Mother of God”) is no different. It is well within biblical 
parameters of thought and doctrine. Thus, the problem seems (too 
often) to come down to an incorrect understanding of how certain 
biblical, Hebraic, Catholic language functions, and what it means. In 
fact, the alternative to the “spouse of God” description arguably leads to 
the conclusion that the Holy Spirit is an adulterer and that Jesus was an 
illegitimate child. 


In conclusion, I shall catalogue many analogous biblical passages about 
Israel or the Church being the “bride” of God the Father or Jesus Christ, 
God the Son. Such analogies are so common that one can, I submit, easily 
contend that “spouse of the Holy Spirit” is a completely unobjectionable 
description, in terms of the Bible alone, since it is a very straightforward 
deduction from what is explicitly presented in the Bible (a thing that is 
routinely done in all systematic theology): 


Isaiah 1:21 How the faithful city has become a harlot, she that was full 
of justice! Righteousness lodged in her, but now murderers. 


Isaiah 54:5—6 For your Maker is your husband, the LORD of hosts is 
his name; and the Holy One of Israel is your Redeemer, the God of the 
whole earth he is called. [6] For the LORD has called you like a wife 
forsaken and grieved in spirit, like a wife of youth when she is cast off, 
says your God. 


Isaiah 62:4—5 You shall no more be termed Forsaken, and your land 
shall no more be termed Desolate; but you shall be called My delight is 
in her, and your land Married; for the LORD delights in you, and your 
land shall be married. [5] For as a young man marries a virgin, so shall 
your sons marry you, and as the bridegroom rejoices over the bride, so 
shall your God rejoice over you. 


Jeremiah 2:2 Go and proclaim in the hearing of Jerusalem, Thus says 
the LORD, I remember the devotion of your youth, your love as a bride, 
how you followed me in the wilderness, in a land not sown. 


Jeremiah 2:32 Can a maiden forget her ornaments, or a bride her attire? 
Yet my people have forgotten me days without number. 


Jeremiah 3:1 ... You have played the harlot with many lovers; and would 
you return to me? says the LORD. 


Jeremiah 3:6, 8-9 The LORD said to me in the days of King Josiah: 
“Have you seen what she did, that faithless one, Israel, how she went up 
on every high hill and under every green tree, and there played the 
harlot?... [8] She saw that for all the adulteries of that faithless one, 
Israel, I had sent her away with a decree of divorce; yet her false sister 
Judah did not fear, but she too went and played the harlot. [9] Because 
harlotry was so light to her, she polluted the land, committing adultery 
with stone and tree.’ 


Jeremiah 3:20 Surely, as a faithless wife leaves her husband, so have you 
been faithless to me, O house of Israel, says the LORD. 


Jeremiah 31:32 not like the covenant which I made with their fathers 
when I took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt, 
my covenant which they broke, though I was their husband, says the 
LORD. 


Ezekiel 16:20 And you took your sons and your daughters, whom you 
had borne to me, and these you sacrificed to them to be devoured.... 


Ezekiel 23:18 When she carried on her harlotry so openly and flaunted 
her nakedness, I turned in disgust from her, as I had turned from her 
sister. 


Ezekiel 23:35 Therefore thus says the Lord GOD: Because you have 
forgotten me and cast me behind your back, therefore bear the 
consequences of your lewdness and harlotry. 


Hosea 1:2 When the LORD first spoke through Hose’a, the LORD said 
to Hose’a, “Go, take to yourself a wife of harlotry and have children of 
harlotry, for the land commits great harlotry by forsaking the LORD’ 


Hosea 2:16, 19-20 “And in that day, says the LORD, you will call me, 
‘My husband; and no longer will you call me, ‘My Baal’ ... [19] And I 
will betroth you to me for ever; I will betroth you to me in 
righteousness and in justice, in steadfast love, and in mercy. [20] I will 
betroth you to me in faithfulness; and you shall know the LORD?’ 


Hosea 4:10 They shall eat, but not be satisfied; they shall play the harlot, 
but not multiply; because they have forsaken the LORD to cherish 
harlotry. 


Hosea 4:12... they have left their God to play the harlot. 


Hosea 5:4 Their deeds do not permit them to return to their God. For 
the spirit of harlotry is within them, and they know not the LORD. 


Hosea 9:1 Rejoice not, O Israel! Exult not like the peoples; for you have 
played the harlot, forsaking your God.... 


Matthew 9:15 And Jesus said to them, “Can the wedding guests mourn 
as long as the bridegroom is with them? The days will come, when the 
bridegroom is taken away from them, and then they will fast?’ 


Matthew 25:1, 5-6, 10 Then the kingdom of heaven shall be compared 
to ten maidens who took their lamps and went to meet the bridegroom. 
... [5] As the bridegroom was delayed, they all slumbered and slept. 
[6] But at midnight there was a cry, “Behold, the bridegroom! Come out 
to meet him.” ... [10] And while they went to buy, the bridegroom came, 
and those who were ready went in with him to the marriage feast; and 
the door was shut. 


Mark 2:19-20 And Jesus said to them, “Can the wedding guests fast 
while the bridegroom is with them? As long as they have the 


bridegroom with them, they cannot fast. [20] The days will come, when 
the bridegroom is taken away from them, and then they will fast in that 
day.’ (cf. Lk 5:34-35) 


2 Corinthians 11:2 I feel a divine jealousy for you, for I betrothed you to 
Christ to present you as a pure bride to her one husband. 


Ephesians 5:23—29, 32 For the husband is the head of the wife as Christ 
is the head of the church, his body, and is himself its Savior. [24] As the 
church is subject to Christ, so let wives also be subject in everything to 
their husbands. Husbands, love your wives, as Christ loved the church 
and gave himself up for her, [26] that he might sanctify her, having 
cleansed her by the washing of water with the word, [27] that he might 
present the church to himself in splendor, without spot or wrinkle or 
any such thing, that she might be holy and without blemish. [28] Even 
so husbands should love their wives as their own bodies. He who loves 
his wife loves himself. [29] For no man ever hates his own flesh, but 
nourishes and cherishes it, as Christ does the church, ... [32] This 
mystery is a profound one, and I am saying that it refers to Christ and 


the church 


Revelation 19:7 Let us rejoice and exult and give him the glory, for the 
marriage of the Lamb has come, and his Bride has made herself ready; 


Revelation 21:2 And I saw the holy city, new Jerusalem, coming down 
out of heaven from God, prepared as a bride adorned for her husband; 


Revelation 21:9 Then came one of the seven angels who had the seven 
bowls full of the seven last plagues, and spoke to me, saying, “Come, I 
will show you the Bride, the wife of the Lamb’ 


Chapter Eight 


Why Catholics Believe in the Perpetual 
Virginity of Mary and Make it a Dogma 


It is often claimed that nothing in the New Testament “even remotely 
suggests” the perpetual virginity of Mary. But there is nothing in the Bible 
that even remotely suggests the biblical canon, either. We all accept some 
traditions that are not, or may not be (arguably) explicitly biblical, or in the 
Bible at all. 

Catholics believe in the perpetual virginity of Mary first of all because it 
is received Christian tradition; denied by virtually no one until liberal 
theology started becoming a force in the eighteenth century. That’s an 
argument in and of itself, of course, but we all accept received traditions in 
some manner. 

For example, a Reformed Protestant (Calvinist) accepts the authority of 
the Westminster Confession and the Protestant biblical canon, and so 
forth. But Protestants almost invariably want to know the biblical and 
theological “whys.’ That’s fine; Catholics can provide that sort of 
argumentation, and we are happy to do so. We believe all catholic doctrines 
are completely harmonious with the Bible. 

As in the case of the Immaculate Conception, likewise, Mary’s 
perpetual virginity is not ontologically or intrinsically necessary. It could 
have been otherwise, had God chosen to do it another way. Both doctrines 
are regarded as “fitting” and the way things should properly be. It was 
fitting for Mary to be without sin (actual and original) because she was the 
Mother of God (Theotokos). Likewise, we think (and we believe that God 
thought) that it was altogether fitting that she remain a virgin after bearing 
Christ. 

Partly this is because of the nature of the miracle itself: Mary was a 
virgin and we believe that even the birth was miraculous (that Mary’s 


virginity—without getting physiologically graphic—was retained even 
during and after the birth). This is traditional Catholic dogma as well. 

It strengthens and supports the doctrine of the Virgin Birth (Mariology 
is always Christocentric). It’s a miracle to have a virgin birth: a conception 
without the participation of a man. If Mary had had other children, and a 
normal sexual life after, people could always say, “how do we know that 
Jesus’ birth was before she started being sexually active? Why should we 
believe all this Holy Spirit ‘overshadowing’ foolishness?” I believe that was 
part of the traditional theological reasoning. 

The second thing is the appropriateness or propriety that the womb 
which bore the God-Man should not bear another child. One either grasps 
and accepts that notion or not. It’s not an argument from reason or the 
Bible but from propriety (a very subjective thing and often culturally 
determined). It can’t and won't be perceived or understood by the usual 
Protestant outlook of “everything must be fairly explicit in the Bible or else 
we reject it utterly.’ 

Traditional Catholic thought (particularly regarding Mary) does not 
operate along those lines. The Church ponders things for centuries. It did 
so with regard to Christology (up to 451 and even after if we include the 
Monothelite controversies that had to do with whether Jesus Christ had 
one will or—what was regarded as orthodox—two: divine and human); it 
did with regard to the biblical canon (up to 397) and it did so with 
Mariology. 

The biblical data is another matter; of a different nature. What we have 
would not require (and perhaps not even suggest) this belief on the surface, 
but I think that when we examine it closely, it at least suggests it, or at the 
very least shows us that the data we do know about is perfectly compatible 
with the notion. One can make many deductions from what we know: 
some of which rule out that blood brothers are being referred to in specific 
instances of adelphos (the Greek word for brother). I outlined the main 
traditional arguments from the Bible in my book, A Biblical Defense of 
Catholicism (pp. 194-198), and again in Bible Proofs for Catholic Truths (pp. 
383-386). 

Moreover, there are “situational” arguments from plausibility, such as: 
“where were Jesus’ alleged siblings when He went to the Temple at age 12? 
If he had siblings, certainly they would have been around, no?—unless 


there was a twelve-year gap between births.’ The narrative (Luke 2:41-52) 
gives not the slightest hint that there were any brothers involved. 

When Joseph and Mary were looking for Him, it doesn’t tell us that 
they went to His supposed five brothers and four sisters; rather, “they 
sought him among their kinsfolk and acquaintances” (Luke 2:44). When 
they leave, the narrative reads, “And he went down with them and came to 
Nazareth” (2:51). 

Now, it’s true that this doesn’t technically rule out siblings, but it sure 
doesn't positively suggest them. If I took my three sons and a daughter 
down to Cedar Point for a day of fun, would I talk about it in terms of “T 
took my first son” without mentioning the other three? That wouldn't be 
likely at all, and it wouldn’t make any sense. 

That’s not how people talk. We do that if we’re specifically talking about 
one child in another context (“Joe’s a good kid; we have a lot of fun 
together; the other day I took him to the carnival”), but chances are if 
we're describing an event with more than one child present, all of them 
would be referred to, not just one. 

Another “situational” or deductive scriptural argument is to speculate 
about why Jesus asked John to in effect be Mary’s son after He died? 
Semitic custom would have dictated that He would ask His blood brothers 
to do so. Neither of these contentions or positions are mere “arguments 
from silence.’ They are perfectly legitimate, sensible questions about things 
that are directly described in Holy Scripture. 

What would constitute “positive” evidence to deny the perpetual 
virginity of Mary: routinely interpreting adelphos literally as “blood 
brothers” when any lexicon quickly reveals that it has a very wide range of 
meanings and provides no proof of siblings in and of itself? 

Sometimes Protestants will ask why the Bible didn’t use the Greek term 
for “cousins” in the instances that refer to Jesus’ “brothers”? The reason is 
simple: adelphos and the Hebrew equivalent functioned much like our 
word “brother” in English. We have the word “cousin” too, yet we often use 
“brother” for friends, ethnic groups; in terms of religion (for example, 
Catholics call Protestants “separated brethren” and Protestants will often 
say “my Catholic brother”). 

We use the terms “brother in Christ,’ “brothers” in terms of fellow 
soldiers; there is the “big brother” mentoring system where the man is not 


a sibling and functions like a father in some cases, etc. So the word can 
mean “sibling, but it can also mean much else. In Semitic culture, 
extended family was much more important too, so a cousin could and 
would be called a “brother.’ 

The main purpose of the perpetual virginity of Mary in a theological 
context (beyond the fact that is simply true and factual) is to uphold the 
absolute uniqueness of Jesus Christ, by reiterating that His birth was 
unique, and His mother very special. 

That was also the reason that she was proclaimed “Mother of God” 
(Theotokos). It wasn’t—in the final analysis—about her, it was about Him. 
Perpetual virginity is the same: it helps preserve the Virgin Birth, so that 
people wouldn't question it on frivolous, skeptical grounds. 

The Catholic Church makes things dogmatic because she is concerned 
about Catholics having certainty and avoiding uncertainty. Protestants do 
the same, but just not to the extent that Catholics do; it is a matter of 
degree. In fact, in this area, Lutherans agree with Catholics. The Lutheran 
Confessions are binding on Lutherans, and constitute their dogma. Here is 
what the Formula of Concord (1577) states: 


On account of this personal union and communion of the natures, 
Mary, the most blessed Virgin, bore not a mere man, but, as the angel 
[Gabriel] testifies, such a man as is truly the Son of the most high God, 
who showed His divine majesty even in His mother’s womb, inasmuch 
as He was born of a virgin, with her virginity inviolate. Therefore she is 
truly the mother of God, and nevertheless remained a virgin. 


(Solid Declaration, Article VIII: The Person of Christ, section 24) 


The Augsburg Confession of 1530, written by Martin Luther's best 
friend and successor, Philip Melanchthon, also refers to “the blessed virgin 
Mary” (Article III: The Son of God). This particular dogma is not solely 
based, then, on “Catholic authority.’ It was the overwhelming consensus 
and authority of all Christian groups until the last few hundred years. 

In effect, when it comes to the question of Mary’s perpetual virginity, 
one has to choose between theological liberalism, and orthodox Christian 
historical, received tradition. It’s a larger question than simply Catholic vs. 
Protestant or Catholic vs. Lutheran. It’s Catholic + Orthodox + historic 


Lutheranism + most other forms of historic Protestantism vs. 
Post-“Enlightenment” theological liberalism (that has, sadly, infiltrated all 
these groups “on the ground”). 


Chapter Nine 


Replies to Alleged Biblical Disproofs of the 
Perpetual Virginity of Mary 


Some Protestants have maintained that they honor Mary more by not 
believing she was always a virgin. I don't see how. After all, if there is any 
motif in the Bible one way or the other, it would be towards celibacy, 
because virtually all of the apostles (with the exception of St. Peter), 
including St. Paul, were lifelong celibates, and so was our Lord Jesus, and 
many of the prophets (e.g., John the Baptist, the last and greatest prophet, 
according to Jesus). 

Therefore, it is not implausible at all to have a predisposition (all things 
being equal) towards belief that Mary was, also. How Protestants are 
supposedly honoring her more by denying this, is a mystery to me. She 
either was or she wasn’t a perpetual virgin, and we have the Bible and 
Christian Tradition to help us find an answer to that question. Once we 
answer it, then we “honor” Mary by believing the truth about her, wherever 
that lies. 

Persons and places are “set aside” for God’s holy purposes. They are 
consecrated. Mary was perpetually a virgin not because sexuality is “bad” 
but because consecrated virginity is higher, and being the Mother of God is 
higher still. 

Many people today assume that sexuality is such a high goal and “right” 
that it is unimaginable that one could not desire it, or desire anything 
higher than it. I think that lies at the root of much of the objection. Luther 
and Calvin wouldn't even consider thinking like this. It comes from 
liberalism and secularism. 

St. Paul taught that the single state allows a higher, undistracted 
devotion to the Lord. So why should we think that the Mother of God 
would do any other than be a perpetual virgin, devoted to God the Father, 


and her Son, God the Son? For some reason, when it comes to Mary being 
the ark of the new covenant, and carrying God the Son in her body for nine 
months, folks think little of her becoming a “regular old wife” like anyone 
else, as if it isn’t a fundamentally different situation. 

She has consecrated herself. It’s as simple as that. Sexuality is not God’s 
intention for every person. There are people called to be “married to the 
Lord.’ There are things higher than sexuality. It’s precisely because we are 
so tied to the earth and our desire for sensual pleasures that we so often 
cant grasp plain heavenly realities, and things that are clearly stated in 
Scripture (by both Jesus and Paul, in talking about singleness and 
voluntary eunuchs). 

Psalm 69:8, part of a messianic passage (69:9 is cited and applied to 
Jesus in John 2:17 and Romand 15:3; 69:4 is quoted in John 15:25), has 
been used as an argument against Mary’s perpetual virginity: 


I have become a stranger to my brethren, an alien to my mother’s sons. 


Prophecies and messianic scriptures, however, often have a double 
application, and not all particulars here apply to Jesus the Messiah. Hence, 
in context, David refers to himself in verse 5: “O God, thou knowest my 
folly; the wrongs I have done are not hidden from thee.’ We know this with 
certainty, because Jesus never sinned. Other similar examples of double 
application include 2 Samuel 7:14 and Isaiah 7:14-18. 

Therefore, those who use the passage in this manner can't prove that 
69:8 may simply be another instance of application to David (the author) 
rather than to our Lord Jesus. 

But we can also go further than that in reply. John doesn't cite entire 
Psalms, but rather, portions of them. He cites bits and pieces of Psalm 69 
here and there, as it was rather well-known, I think, as a messianic 
prophecy. 

Why, then, wouldn't he cite Psalm 69:8 right in the immediate context 
of John 7:5, where he mentions Jesus’ disbelieving brothers (“For even his 
brothers did not believe in him”), and be done with it? If he had done that, 
and had made this disbelief by Jesus’ relatives a fulfillment of the “mother’s 
sons” of the Psalm, then (modern-day) Protestants and Catholics wouldn't 
be having this argument at all. That would be clear-cut, undeniable, 
unarguable, and compelling. 


But he doesn't do that; there is no such “slam-dunk’” passage in the New 
Testament, and the Protestant is forced to argue from mere speculation, 
weak inferences, and far-fetched deductions. 


Matthew 1:18 Now the birth of Jesus Christ took place in this way. 
When his mother Mary had been betrothed to Joseph, before they came 
together she was found to be with child of the Holy Spirit; 


This is claimed as a proof that Mary and Joseph were sexually active, 
after Jesus was born. The similar passage Matthew 1:25 is commonly used 
in the same fashion: an exegesis rejected by both Luther and Calvin, as we 
shall see in the next chapter. 

The phrase “came together” is the Greek word sunerchomai. It rarely 
refers to sexuality. In fact, if we examine all the New Testament usages of 
this word, only one instance out of 32 is clearly sexual in meaning, in 
context (1 Corinthians 7:5). The thirty other instances besides Matthew 
1:18 are clearly not sexual in nature (Mark 3:20; 6:33; 14:53; Luke 5:15; 
23:55; John 11:33; 18:20; Acts 1:6, 21; 2:6; 5:16; 9:39; 10:23, 27, 45; 11:12; 
15:38; 16:13; 19:32; 21:16, 22; 25:17; 28:17; 1 Corinthians 11:17, 18, 20, 33, 
34; 14:23, 26). 

Another counter-argument is to list different translations where 
sunerchomai in this passage does not (necessarily) have a sexual 
connotation: 


Phillips / New English Bible / REB: “before their marriage” 
Today's English Version / Goodspeed / CEV: “before they were 


married” 

Barclay: “before they became man and wife” 
Jerusalem: “before they came to live together” 
Williams: “before they had lived together” 
NRSV / Beck: “before they lived together” 


Neither “marriage” nor “living together” means “engaging in sexual 
relations.’ Granted, the latter usually is associated with the former, but they 
don't mean the same thing, which is at issue. If these translators had 


thought that the latter was what the author (or context) intended or 
required, then clearly they wouldn't have translated as they did. 

But no less than eleven translations (only the Jerusalem Bible has a 
connection with Catholicism) render the word in this fashion: in a way 
that does not support the “anti-perpetual virginity” position. I am happy to 
yield to their professional judgment, as shown in the very way they decided 
to translate the word sunerchomai in this instance. 

And the phrase “come together” itself does not necessarily mean 
sexuality (in English) either. It could, but it’s not clear-cut. Moreover, there 
is no translation I have located that expresses a sexual meaning beyond any 
reasonable or linguistic doubt. 

Sometimes the following passage is also brought in as a corroborating 
text: 


1 Corinthians 7:3-5 The husband should give to his wife her conjugal 
rights, and likewise the wife to her husband. [4] For the wife does not 
rule over her own body, but the husband does; likewise the husband 
does not rule over his own body, but the wife does. [5] Do not refuse 
one another except perhaps by agreement for a season, that you may 
devote yourselves to prayer; but then come together again, lest Satan 
tempt you through lack of self-control. 


But this is clearly not an absolute command or requirement for 
absolutely every marriage, since there are other instances in Scripture 
where voluntary marital (including sexual) separation was not condemned. 
For example, we have St. Peter and, by implication, other apostles, who 
separated from their wives and families for the sake of ministry, and this 
was not only not condemned; it was encouraged by our Lord Jesus. St. Peter 
said to Jesus, “Lo, we have left everything and followed you” (Matt 19:27). 

We know that Peter was married (reference is made to his mother-in- 
law in Mark 1:30 and Luke 4:38). Indeed, this is often an argument used by 
Protestants also to war against the Catholic celibacy requirement for 
priests. Yet Jesus thought it was perfectly alright for Peter to separate from 
his wife for some time, in order to commit himself fully to ministry. Thus 
He stated, in reply to Peter: 


Matthew 19:29 And every one who has left houses or brothers or sisters 
or father or mother or children or lands, for my name's sake, will receive 
a hundredfold, and inherit eternal life. (cf. Mark 10:30) 


The reference in Matthew is especially interesting because the prior 
context had to do with Jesus’ strict teaching on divorce, where He had just 
taught that married couples were “one flesh” (19:5-6), and that marriage 
was indissoluble (19:6). But this doesn’t rule out voluntary separation for 
the sake of the kingdom. 

Now (the analogy is obvious), if Peter could do that for the kingdom, 
why is it unthinkable for Mary and Joseph to do so, also, since in their case, 
they were raising God incarnate; thus it was an even more extraordinary 
exception to the rule than Peter’s case was? The Holy Family is the most 
extraordinary, exceptional family situation imaginable. 

Perhaps the Protestant objector to such things will reply that Jeus didn't 
mention a “wife” in the above passage or the parallel in Mark? He does, 
however, mention wives in a similar passage: 


Luke 18:28—30 And Peter said, “Lo, we have left our homes and 
followed you” [29] And he said to them, “Truly, I say to you, there is no 
man who has left house or wife or brothers or parents or children, for 
the sake of the kingdom of God, [30] who will not receive manifold 
more in this time, and in the age to come eternal life’ 


(cf. 5:11: “they left everything and followed him”) 


This utterly refutes the objection that no married couple could ever 
possibly be voluntarily celibate (as a supposed “disproof” of the perpetual 
virginity of Mary). Jesus goes beyond mere celibacy and actually sanctions 
separation in extraordinary instances. He lays down a principle whereby 
such a thing was not only permissible, and possible, but even highly 
commendable, if done for the right purposes, based on a divine call to 
ministry or service. If critics want something “clear’, this passage will 
certainly suffice. John Calvin recognized its plain import: 


(T]hough their wealth was not magnificent, they subsisted at home ... 
we know that men of humble condition, who have been accustomed to a 
quiet and modest life, reckon it a greater hardship to be torn from their 


wives and children than those who are led by ambition ... Certainly, if 
some reward had not been reserved for the disciples, it would have been 
foolish in them to have changed their course of life. 


(Harmony of the Synoptic Gospels, commenting on Matthew 19:27; Mark 
10:28; Luke 18:28 and 22:28) 


John 2:12 After this he went down to Caper’na-um, with his mother 
and his brothers and his disciples; and there they stayed for a few days. 


The argument used here by critics of perpetual Mary’s virginity is to 
contend that if St. John intended to imply that these “brothers” were not 
siblings, he could and should have used the Greek word sungenis (cousins or 
kinsmen) rather than adelphos (literally, “brother”), or anepsios (translated 
as “cousin” in Colossians 4:10 in RSV). Since this didn’t occur, it is 
maintained that the “brothers” in question are siblings, by deduction and a 
process of elimination, based on words used. 

But this betrays a fundamental misunderstanding of how the ancient 
Israelites and Hebrew culture referred to relatives and others who have 
any relation of kinship at all. Adelphos is used because it is the closest 
Greek equivalent of the Hebrew ach. (precisely because it can be used for 
both siblings and more distant relatives; even for countrymen, etc.). 
Hebrew and Aramaic (unlike Greek) didn’t have words for “cousin? So the 
Jews used ach in this wider sense of “brotherhood, just as the English word 
“brother” has a wide latitude also (even though English does have the term 
cousin, too). 

For example, some Protestant groups call almost everyone else in their 
particular fellowship “brother” or “sister”; those in the military will refer to 
their comrades as “brothers, as in the Steven Spielberg series, Band of 
Brothers. In that sense, it is irrelevant to the matter at hand, whether Greek 
had such terms, which could have been used. 

To illustrate this, let me suggest a hypothetical parallel to the English 
language. Imagine that English, too, had no word for “cousin” and that 
“brother” was routinely used for cousins or uncles or other relatives, so 
that when I referred to someone who was my literal first cousin, I had to 
use “brother”: 


My brother: the son of my father’s sister, is coming to town to visit next 
week. 


My brother Jeremiah has the same grandparents as I do, but we have 
different parents. 


Now, if I were to translate this into Greek, would I use the Greek word 
reserved for “cousin” or would I use the one that can mean both sibling and 
cousin? I would use the latter, because it is the equivalent of how the word 
being translated is used in that culture. Thus, one must understand a bit 
about the cultural usage of language, and how it is understood in that 
environment. 

Protestants themselves often stress the high importance of both the 
original languages and the culture of the particular biblical writer being 
studied, yet, ironically, when they are opposing some Catholic doctrine 
that they don’t like, and consider “unbiblical,’ they will often forget this 
principle and throw it out the window. 

Because the Hebrews didn’t have a word for cousin, if one looks in 
Strong’s Concordance under “cousin,’ there are no Old Testament references 
whatsoever. Strong lists only Luke 1:36 and 1:58 (Greek, suggenes or 
sungenis), both referring to Elizabeth and her cousin Mary and other 
“kinsfolk” (as RSV translates 1:58). 

Now, it is true, that sungenis and its cognate sungenia do appear in the 
New Testament fifteen times (sungenia: Luke 1:61; Acts 7:3, 14; sungenis: 
Mark 6:4; Luke 1:36, 58; 2:44; 14:12; 21:16; John 18:26; Acts 10:24; 
Romans 9:3; 16:7, 11, 21). 

They are usually translated kinsmen, kinsfolk, or kindred in KJV, and 
usually in a sense wider than cousin: more so referring to the entire nation 
of Hebrews. 

This makes sense because the wider, more remote, non-relative usage 
would have been more likely to have been translated into the Greek term 
which referred more to those relations than to closer ones. In the case of 
Jesus’ brothers, repeated context suggests that these were actually 
members of his larger, extended (as opposed to nuclear) family. 

Thus the more common adelphos, or “brothers” was used, because this 
was how the terminology was used in Hebrew culture (indeed, often in 
Semitic or Middle Eastern culture, among both Jews and Arabs to this 


day). That was how ach was used in the Old Testament, so that the KJV 
never uses “cousin” a single time in the Old Testament. 

Furthermore, it is mere speculation on my part, but I notice that in all 
but two of the occurrences of sungenis and sungenia, the authors were either 
Luke or Paul. Luke was a Greek Gentile. Paul, though Jewish, was raised in 
the very cosmopolitan, culturally Greek town of Tarsus. We would expect 
both of them to use language relatively more influenced by Greek culture, 
over against Semitic / Hebrew culture. But all of this has no bearing, in any 
event, on the factor of how “brother” was used among the Hebrews. 

The task of a translator is to reproduce the usage of the original 
languages, as faithfully as possible, into another language. Therefore, 
adelphos, which can mean a wide variety of things, is unanimously 
translated as “brother” in the KJV: 246 times. The cognate adelphe is 
translated only “sister”: 24 times. 

These examples include many instances of using “brother” in a context 
that is clearly not referring to siblings, just as in the case with Jesus and His 
“brothers. The RSV proves this (lest we be accused of relying on 
antiquated English translations—but that would be a non sequitur since 
English in 1611 certainly had the word cousin, too). This use was even 
utilized by Paul and Luke (who also used sungenis / cousin): 


Matthew 7:3 “Why do you see the speck that is in your brother’s eye, 


» 
vane 


Luke 10:29 “who is my neighbor?” [Gk. adelphos] (cf. 10:36, which is 
actually a different word, plesion, thus showing that adelphos can be a 
synonym in some contexts to other Greek words meaning mostly 
unrelated “countrymen” or “neighbors”) 


Acts 3:17 “And now, brethren ...’ (identified as “Men of Israel” in 3:12, 
during the same address) (cf. 3:22) 


Acts 7:23 “his brethren, the sons of Israel” (cf. 7:25—26) 


Romans 1:13 “I want you to know, brethren ..”” (addressing the entire 
Church at Rome: 1:7; cf. simliar usage in 1 Thess 1:4) 


Romans 9:3 “my brethren, my kinsmen by race.’ 


1 Thessalonians 1:4 “For we know, brethren beloved by God, that he has 
chosen you;” (the Thessaonicans) 


Hebrews 7:5 “the people, that is, from their brethren, though these also 
are descended from Abraham?” 


Revelation 22:9 “I am a fellow servant with you and your brethren the 
prophets, ... 


The attempted linguistic argument from the mere use of the word 
“brothers” in English translations falls flat; it’s as simple as that. St. Paul 
uses “cousin” (anepsios) in Colossians 4:10 (RSV). But interestingly the 
KJV translates this passage “sister’s son, which is akin to Semitic 
terminology and categories). But Paul also habitually uses brother / 
brethren / adelphos in the way that it could quite possibly be used regarding 
Jesus “brothers” —in the wider sense. 

I provided above three instances of St. Paul using adelphos in the sense 
of something other than sibling: Romans 1:13 and 9:3, and 1 Thessalnians 
1:4. The point here is that Paul understood what all these words meant, yet 
he continued to use adelphos even in those instances which had a non- 
sibling application (just as Catholics argue was the case in the Gospels, 
with Jesus’ “brothers” ). 

The fallacious linguistic argument often used tries to set forth the 
illogical notion that if a writer knows of a more specific word and doesn't 
use it (i.e., anepsios or sungenis), then he must mean a more literal sense for 
the word that he does use (adelphos). But Paul’s use of adelphos in a sense 
other than sibling, explodes this argument. 

Some try to make a big deal out of anepsios (“cousin”) in Colossians 4:10, 
yet this is the only time it appears in the New Testament. On the other 
hand, Paul uses both adelphos and sungenis, and in many senses, several 
times. The striking thing is that it looks like every time he uses adelphos he 
means it as something other than blood brother or sibling. I may have 
missed one or two because I am going by the concordance and not looking 
up everything, but it appears to be a unanimous use of the larger sense of 
adelphos. 

In fact, Paul uses the word(s) no less than 138 times in this way. Yet the 
liberal Protestant argument will make great hay of Galatians 1:19: “James 


the Lord’s brother.’ 137 other times, Paul means non-sibling, yet amazingly 
enough, here he must mean sibling, because (so we are told) he uses the 
word adelphos!? Does that make any sense? It does not. Paul knew that the 
word encompassed relatives besides blood brothers, and that this was 
common usage, so he used it. 

Paul’s use of sungenis is equally interesting and instructive, since (I 
believe) it is more likely to mean cousin, but is not restricted to that 
definition. It is translated as cousin in Luke 1:36 and 1:58 in the KJV, but 
kinswoman and kinsfolk in the RSV. The latter (more distant relation) is 
actually the more literal and common definition and application. 

Thus, the eminent Protestant linguist W. E. Vine, in his Expository 
Dictionary of New Testament Words, lists it not only under “Cousin” but also 
under “Kin, Kinsfolk, Kinsman, Kinswoman.” As for Paul, Vine lists his 
four uses of the word (Romans 9:3, 16:7, 11, 21), all under the meaning of 
“tribal or racial kinship, fellow-nationals.’ So here again we have a much 
larger meaning, and exclusive use of that wider sense by Paul. 

It’s true that the Gospel writers could have used the words sungenis or 
anepsios. But their not doing so is not as strong an argument as it may seem 
at first, once we understand that sungenis also has a very wide latitude 
(such that Paul only uses it in that wider sense of race or nationalism). 
That being the case, why use it, since it would be the same scenario as 
adelphos offers? 

The same scenario applies to use of sungenis and its cognates elsewhere. 
In the KJV they are translated (besides Luke 1:36 and 1:58) kindred, 
kinsfolk, kin, kinsmen, and kinsman (Mark 6:4; Luke 1:61; 2:44; 14:12; 
21:16; John 18:26; Acts 7:3, 14; 10:24). In the RSV, likewise, we have the 
renderings (even including Luke 1:36, 58) kin, kindred, kinswoman, kinsfolk, 
kinsmen, and kinsman. So it is unanimous there: not even the English 
“cousin” is used. 

Now, the meaning of kindred et al in English is clear: of common origin, 
extended family, relatives, including distant ones, tribe, etc. Thus, it is not 
even crystal clear that Elizabeth and Mary were literally cousins (which is 
why RSV refrained from describing them as such). 

Some folks think it is quite telling and revealing that sungenis isn’t used 
to describe the brothers of Jesus. There is one place at least, related 
somewhat to our subject matter, where it is perhaps linguistically implied 


that these “brothers” are indeed more distant relatives. And that is Mark 
6:4, where sungenis appears: 


And Jesus said to them, “A prophet is not without honor, except in his 
own country, and among his own kin, and in his own house.’ (cf. Jn 7:5: 
“For even his brothers did not believe in him”) 


What is the context? Let’s look at the preceding verse, where the people 
in “his own country” (6:1) exclaimed: 


“Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary and brother of James and 
Joses and Judas and Simon, and are not his sisters here with us?” And 
they took offense at him. 


It can plausibly be argued, then, that Jesus’ reference to kin (sungenis) 
refers (at least in part) back to this mention of His “brothers” and 
“sisters’—His relatives. Since we know that sungenis means cousins or 
more distant relatives, that would be an indication of the status of those 
called Jesus’ “brothers” One objection might be that Jesus also mentions “in 
his own house, thus suggesting siblings. But this saying also has a general 
application, since it referred back to the prophets’ experience of rejection; 
therefore it doesn’t necessarily apply to Jesus in all particulars. Mary and 
Joseph did not oppose Jesus’ ministry. When Jesus said that “a man’s foes 
will be those of his own household,’ this was a proverbial statement, 
allowing of exceptions, since it is a generality. 

But the reference in Mark 6:3 to these “brothers” must also be cross- 
referenced, as I did in my book, A Biblical Defense of Catholicism: (p. 196): 


By comparing Matthew 27:56, Mark 15:40, and John 19:25, we find that 
James and Joseph—mentioned in Matthew 13:55 with Simon and Jude 
as Jesus “brothers’—are also called sons of Mary, wife of Clopas. This 
other Mary (Matthew 27:61, 28:1) is called our Lady’s adelphe in John 
19:25 (it isn't likely that there were two women named “Mary” in one 
family—thus even this usage apparently means “cousin” or more distant 
relative). Matthew 13:55-56 and Mark 6:3 mention Simon, Jude and 
“sisters” along with James and Joseph, calling all adelphoi. Since we know 
for sure at least James and Joseph are not Jesus’ blood brothers, the most 
likely interpretation of Matthew 13:55 is that all these “brothers” are 


cousins, according to the linguistic conventions discussed above. At the 
very least, the term brother is not determinative in and of itself. 


This is pretty direct evidence that two of these “brothers” mentioned 
are not siblings. Jesus’ reference to “kin” would be in line with this. It all 
works together as “cumulative evidence.’ I think that fair-minded and 
open-minded inquirers can see that the biblical “case” against Mary’s 
perpetual virginity is no more compelling than the Catholic biblical and 
traditional rationale in favor of it. The Bible doesn’t prove or require the 
“opposed” view. It doesn’t absolutely prove ours, either, but nothing in 
Scripture contradicts our position, and there is enough indication in favor 
of it, I think, to make it at least equally plausible as the contrary view. 

Adelphos and its cognates are used over 272 times. Obviously, that word 
was seen to be closer to Hebrew usage than these others; they appear only 
sixteen times altogether. Adelphos was used with regard to Jesus “brothers” 
because the Hebrew word being translated was likely ach or something 
similar in meaning. 

Could the writers of Scripture have used these other words? Yes, of 
course, but they chose to use another one, and I have shown that that word 
does not at all necessitate a meaning of blood brother. Therefore, these 
alleged “defeaters” of the perpetual virginity of Mary have themselves been 
defeated. It may not be an absolute victory, but then neither is the case 
against perpetual virginity, on these grounds; that’s the point. 

The evidence of Scripture is by no means undeniably compelling against 
the doctrine. I readily grant that it is not absolutely compelling in favor of 
it, either, at least not by exaggerated Protestant standards, guided by the 
unbiblical and logically circular principle of sola Scriptura. 

In other words, Protestants cannot successfully make a case against 
perpetual virginity by their criteria and rule of faith, but Catholics 
assuredly can by our criteria of what is true or not true. The criteria 
themselves— for both sides—can be questioned in their own right, but that 
is another huge discussion. 

John Calvin understood the latitude of meaning for adelphos, because 
when he commented on passages where the word is commonly translated 
as “brother” he interpreted them as follows: 


... they represent Christ’s mother and cousins as having come... 


(Harmony of the Synoptic Gospels; commenting on Matthew 12:46-—50; 
Mark 3:31-35; Luke 8:19-—21; 11:27—28; my emphasis) 


We Catholics believe that all our doctrines are biblical and passed down 
to us by the apostles, and that they developed, too. Scripture doesn’t come 
right out and say that Mary was a perpetual virgin; I agree. But nothing in 
Scripture contradicts that notion, and (to say the same thing another way) 
nothing in the perpetual virginity doctrine contradicts Scripture. 

Moreover, no Scripture can be produced that absolutely, undeniably, 
compellingly defeats the perpetual virginity. That is the purpose of this 
chapter: to illustrate how all these alleged disproofs utterly fail in their 
purpose. 

The more one delves into Scripture, the more one finds that the 
“critics” ’ arguments in this regard fail and are contradicted again and again 
by the ascertainable facts. James and Joseph are called Jesus’ “brothers” in 
Mark 6:3 and Matthew 13:55. Yet Matthew 27:56 (cf. Mark 15:40) 
describes a different Mary as their mother (described as “the other Mary” 
in 27:61 and 28:1, and “Mary the wife of Clopas” in Jn 19:25). Now, 
assuming that Mary, the Mother of God didn’t have a sister (sibling) 
named Mary, this Mary, wife of Clopas and “sister” of the Blessed Virgin 
Mary is at least a cousin, if not further removed. 

The “cousin theory” is, I submit, quite plausible; let’s assume for the sake 
of argument that she is a first cousin. That would make her sons James and 
Joseph, the Blessed Virgin Mary’s cousins, and Jesus’ cousins as well. Yet 
they are called Jesus’ “brothers” in two places. This is virtual proof (if not 
ironclad proof) of adelphos meaning “cousin” (in these instances). And it is 
based on the use of not only John, but Mark (thought to have received 
much of his information from Peter) and Matthew as well. 

St. Paul rounds out the list by calling James “the Lord’s brother” in 
Galatians 1:19. But this James (thought to be the author of the book of 
James, and the first bishop of Jerusalem) is not a sibling, but rather, His 
cousin or even further removed, depending on how much stock is put into 
early historical sources. Therefore, by the deduction of cross-referencing of 
Holy Scripture, Paul, John, Mark, and Matthew have all used adelphos in 
the sense of “cousin.” 


The Protestant New Bible Dictionary (edited by J. D. Douglas, Grand 
Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans Publishing Co.: 1962) confirms all this. In its 
article, “Mary, the fourth entry is about Mary, wife of Clopas: 


Mary the mother of James; ‘the other Mary’; Mary of Clopas. It is very 
probable that these three names all refer to the same person. Mary the 
mother of James and Joses ... (Mt. 27:55 f.) ... Mark refers to her 
(15:40) as ‘Mary the mother of James the less and of Joses’ ... 
Hegesippus tells us (see Eus., EH iii 11) that Clopas (AV Cleophas) was 
the brother of Joseph, the husband of the Virgin Mary. 


(p. 793) 


If the latter is true, then Mary, wife of Clopas would have been the 
Blessed Virgin Mary’s sister-in-law; married to her husband’s brother. 
That would have made her Jesus’ aunt, and thus her sons would be His first 
cousins. Note the looseness of adelphos again: it is applied in John 19:25 to 
this “sister” of Mary, who is actually a sister-in-law and not blood-related 
at all (according to Hegesippus and Eusebius), or else a cousin (blood- 
related, but more distantly than a sibling). We find more fascinating 
information in the noted reference in Eusebius: 


After the martyrdom of James and the capture of Jerusalem which 
instantly followed, there is a firm tradition that those of the apostles 
and disciples of the Lord who were still alive assembled from all parts 
together with those who, humanly speaking, were kinsmen of the Lord 
—for most of them were still living. Then they all discussed together 
whom they should choose as a fit person to succeed James, and voted 
unanimously that Symeon, son of the Clopas mentioned in the gospel 
narrative (note: Jn 19:25; perhaps Lk 24:18], was a fit person to occupy 
the throne of the Jerusalem see. He was, so it is said, a cousin of the 
Saviour, for Hegesippus tells us that Clopas was Joseph's brother. 


(The History of the Church, translated by G. A. Williamson, Baltimore: 
Penguin Books, 1965, 123-124; emphasis added) 


It turns out, then, that early tradition, from the second-century 
historian Hegesippus (and we have no reason to doubt its non-theological 
reporting of relationships) tells us that “Symeon’” is also a son of Clopas. 


That’s very interesting because we have “Simon” (another form of Symeon) 
listed as a “brother” of Jesus, alongside James and Joseph, in Matthew 
13:55 and Mark 6:3. Thus, he is another first cousin, according to this 
scenario, not a blood brother. 

That would identify three of these named “brothers” (there are only 
four named, total) as cousins, based on clear biblical evidence (James and 
Joseph) and a combination of sound early historical tradition and the Bible 
(Simon or Symeon). Eusebius cites Hegesippus again: 


When James the Righteous had suffered martyrdom like the Lord and 
for the same reason, Symeon the son of his uncle Clopas was appointed 


bishop. He being a cousin of the Lord, it was the universal demand that 
he should be the second. 


(p. 181 [IV, 22]; emphasis added; cf. III, 32, p. 143: “.. Mary, wife of the 
Clopas whose son he was” and “the son of the Lord’s uncle, the aforesaid 
Simon son of Clopas”) 


That leaves only “Jude” or “Judas” of the four named “brothers.” What 
do we know about him, from the Bible and early tradition? The New Bible 
Dictionary states: 


The Lord’s brother (Mt. 13:55 = Mk. 6:3). Perhaps the author of the 
Epistle of Jude.... 


(p. 673) 


What does the same work tell us about that epistle? Two pages later, we 
learn the following: 


The author of this little tract identifies himself as ‘Jude (RV Judas), the 
servant of Jesus Christ, and brother of James: In the early Church there 
was only one James who could be referred to in this way without further 
Specification—‘James the Lord’s brother’ (as he is called in Gal. 1:19). 
This points to an identification of the author with the Judas who is 
numbered among the brothers of Jesus in Mt. 13:55 and Mk. 6:3... 


New Testament scholar Donald Guthrie concurs: 


There can be no doubt that the author intended his readers to think of 
this James as James of Jerusalem, the Lord’s brother. This would have 
been a very natural assumption since James of Jerusalem was well 
known. it is also natural to suppose that the lesser-known Jude wished 
to commend himself on the strength of his brother's wider reputation ... 
Jude, as some of the other brothers of the Lord, engaged in itinerant 


preaching... 


There seems, therefore, no reason to suppose that this Jude was other 
than the Lord’s brother. 


(New Testament Introduction, Downers Grove, IL: Inter-Varsity Press, 
revised one-volume edition, 1970, 906, 908; Guthrie believes that the 
epistle of James was written by this same James: “brother” [cousin] of 
Jesus, or at least that the author, whomever it was, wished to identify 
himself as this James, and that this opinion has garnered “general 
agreement” amongst scholars: p. 740) 


Note once again how Jude identifies himself. Is it plausible to interpret 
“brother” here as sibling or cousin? Well, given the fact that we already have 
two lists of four siblings in Scripture, two of whom (including James) have 
been expressly identified as sons of Mary, wife of Clopas, and since a third 
has been identified by early Church history also as a son of Clopas, and 
Jude is the fourth in the list, it is reasonable to assume he is this fourth 
brother; therefore, that he is using adelphos in its meaning of sibling here. 
So he would be the blood brother of James, who, as we've seen, is the cousin 
of Jesus, thus making Jude the same. Hence Jude describes himself as 
“servant” of Jesus, but James’ brother. 

Now, suppose that he really were Jesus’ blood brother, too (as it were). In 
that case, he refrains from referring to himself as the Lord’s own sibling 
(when, on this theory, such a phraseology occurs several times in the New 
Testament, referring to sibling relationship) and chooses instead to 
identify himself as James’ brother (when James isn’t even the oldest, let 
alone God incarnate). 

This (like the “two Marys in one nuclear family” scenario) is far too 
strange and implausible to adopt, so we are left with my first scenario, and 
all four named “brothers of Jesus” have been explained quite plausibly and 


solidly, as Jesus’ first cousins and each others’ siblings: sons of “the other” 
Mary and Clopas (Joseph’s brother). James also refrains from calling 
himself Jesus’ brother, in his epistle (James 1:1). 


Matthew 1:24-25 When Joseph woke from sleep, he did as the angel of 
the Lord commanded him; he took his wife, [25] but knew her not until 
she had borne a son; and he called his name Jesus. 


This passage (that I’ve dealt with elsewhere) is used to “prove” that 
Joseph (sexually) “knew” Mary after the Virgin Birth had occurred. The 
traditional counter-argument (which was also Luther’s and Calvin’s) 
doesn't deny, or have to deny, the meaning of the Hebraic “know, but 
rather, it denies that “till” necessarily means “applying to points of time after 
that which it specifically refers to.’ Here are some examples of this word, 
heos, elsewhere: 


1 Timothy 4:13 Till I come, attend to the public reading of scripture, to 
preaching, to teaching. 


They were to practice these things till Paul came, and (implied) also 
after. Nothing changed from one state to a different one, because of the 
word “till?” 


1 Timothy 6:14 I charge you to keep the commandment unstained and 
free from reproach until the appearing of our Lord Jesus Christ. 


Revelation 2:25 only hold fast to what you have, until I come. 


I don’t see how it follows that (as we are told), after a supernatural 
conception having nothing to do with sex; therefore (somehow) Mary 
must have sexual relations in the normal fashion. If Scripture plainly 
informed us that she did, then she did, and no one would deny it. 

Likewise, if it could be proven beyond all doubt that these “brothers” of 
the Lord were siblings, then we would and should interpret this way, by 
consistent cross-referencing and a desire to harmonize the Bible, 
commensurate with its inspired, infallible nature. But no one has proven 
that (about the alleged “siblings”), and much counter-evidence can be 
brought to bear (as presently). 


Therefore, since no absolute, compelling proof to the contrary can be 
offered, and since a plausible, cumulative, if indirect biblical case can be 
made for the Catholic (and Orthodox and early Protestant) dogmatic view, 
and given the overwhelming consensus of Christian Tradition prior to the 
onset of higher criticism and theological liberalism, we submit that we are 
quite justified to hold the traditional view in faith. 

The perpetual virginity of Mary is not merely a “human tradition” 
because it is far too unusual and strange for men to have devised it. It 
comes from the testimony of many indirect inferences in Scripture, and 
from the Tradition passed down from the beginning. Even the Protestant 
International Standard Bible Encyclopedia admits that the oldest, earliest 
Christian tradition upheld it. It traced the rejection of it to Tertullian, the 
Montanist heretic. 

If there is any purely “human” tradition here, then, it is the denial of the 
perpetual virginity of Mary, since it originated late, after the initial 
apostolic deposit, like all heresies do. The earliest Church fathers knew 
whether Jesus had blood brothers or not, and they testify that He did not. 


Chapter Ten 


Traditional Protestant Belief in the Perpetual 
Virginity of Mary 


All of the early Protestant founders accepted the truth of the perpetual 
virginity of Mary. How could this be, if it is (as its detractors tell us) merely 
“tradition” with no scriptural basis? Why was its supposed violation of 
Scripture not so obvious to them, as it is to the Protestants of the last 150 
years or so (since the onset of theological liberalism) who have ditched this 
previously-held opinion? It has become quite fashionable to believe that 
Jesus had blood brothers (I suspect, because this contradicts Catholic 
teaching), contrary to the original consensus of the early Protestants. 

It is fascinating to see what the founders of Protestantism taught about 
this doctrine. If Catholics are so entrenched in what has been described as, 
for example, “silly,’ “desperate,’ “obviously false,’ “unbiblical tradition,’ then 
so are many Protestant luminaries such as Martin Luther, John Calvin, 
and Heinrich Bullinger, and even later eminent figures such as John 
Wesley, the founder of Methodism. Strangely enough, however, current- 
day critics of the belief rarely aim criticism at them. 

First, let us examine some overview opinions on the matter, from 
historians and other scholars and theologians: 


Whatever may be the position theologically that one may take today on 
the subject of Mariology, one is not able to call to one’s aid ‘reformed 
tradition’ unless one does it with the greatest care ... the Marian 
doctrine of the Reformers is consonant with the great tradition of the 
Church in all the essentials and with that of the Fathers of the first 
centuries in particular... 

In regard to the Marian doctrine of the Reformers, we have already 
seen how unanimous they are in all that concerns Mary’s holiness and 


perpetual virginity ... 


(Max Thurian, Mary: Mother of all Christians, translated by Neville B. 
Cryer, New York: Herder & Herder, 1963, 77, 197) 


The title ‘Ever Virgin’ (aeiparthenos, semper virgo) arose early in 
Christianity ... It was a stock phrase in the Middle Ages and continued 
to be used in Protestant confessional writings (Luther, Calvin, Zwingli, 
Andrewes; Book of Concord [1580], Schmalkaldic Articles [1537]). 


(Raymond E. Brown et al, editors, Mary in the New Testament, 
Philadelphia.: Fortress Press / New York: Paulist Press, 1978, 65 [a joint 
Catholic-Protestant effort] ) 


David Wright (who freely and vigorously criticizes various aspects of 
Catholic Mariology) casually noted: 


... the long-established universal belief in Mary’s perpetual virginity, 
which was endorsed by all the Reformers virtually without 
qualification. 


(Chosen by God: Mary in Evangelical Perspective [London: Marshall 
Pickering, 1989], 169) 


Wright observed, furthermore, that: 


... the English Reformers probably to a man shared [the] conviction of 
Mary’s perpetual virginity. 


(Ibid., 172) 


He states (ibid., 174) that Hugh Latimer, Miles Coverdale, Robert 
Barnes, and Thomas Cranmer all accepted the doctrine of Mary’s 
perpetual virginity, and that Cranmer thought it was proven from 
Scripture. Hugh Latimer also strongly held to Mary’s immaculate 
conception. Protestant scholar J. A. Ross MacKenzie concurs: 


Mary was formally separated from Protestant worship and prayer in 
the 16th century; in the 20th century the divorce is complete. Even the 
singing of the ‘Magnificat’ caused the Puritans to have scruples, and if 
they gave up the Apostles’ Creed, it was not only because of the 


offensive adjective “Catholic, but also because of the mention of the 
Virgin ... 

Calvin, like Luther and Zwingli, taught the perpetual virginity of 
Mary. The early Reformers even applied, though with some reticence, 
the title Theotokos to Mary ... Calvin called on his followers to venerate 
and praise her as the teacher who instructs them in her Son’s 
commands. 


(in Alberic Stacpoole, editor, Mary’s Place in Christian Dialogue, Wilton, 
Connecticut.: Morehouse-Barlow, 1982, 35-36) 


MARTIN LUTHER (1483-1546) 


Christ, our Savior, was the real and natural fruit of Mary's virginal 
womb ... This was without the cooperation of a man, and she remained 
a virgin after that. 


(Luther’s Works, edited by Jaroslav Pelikan [volumes 1-30] and Helmut 
T. Lehmann [volumes 31-55], St. Louis: Concordia Publishing House / 
Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1955, vol. 22:23 / Sermons on John, 
chapters 1-4 [1539]) 


Christ ... was the only Son of Mary, and the Virgin Mary bore no 
children besides Him ... I am inclined to agree with those who declare 
that ‘brothers’ really mean ‘cousins’ here, for Holy Writ and the Jews 
always call cousins brothers. 


(Ibid., vol. 22:214-—215 / Sermons on John, chapters 1-4 [1539]) 


A new lie about me is being circulated. I am supposed to have preached 
and written that Mary, the mother of God, was not a virgin either 
before or after the birth of Christ... 


(Ibid., vol. 45:199 / That Jesus Christ was Born a Jew [1523]) 


Scripture does not say or indicate that she later lost her virginity ... 
When Matthew [1:25] says that Joseph did not know Mary carnally 

until she had brought forth her son, it does not follow that he knew her 

subsequently; on the contrary, it means that he never did know her ... 


This babble ... is without justification ... he has neither noticed nor paid 
any attention to either Scripture or the common idiom. 


(Ibid., vol. 45:206, 212-213 / That Jesus Christ was Born a Jew [1523]) 
Editor Jaroslav Pelikan (Lutheran) added: 


Luther ... does not even consider the possibility that Mary might have 
had other children than Jesus. This is consistent with his lifelong 
acceptance of the idea of the perpetual virginity of Mary. 


(Ibid., vol. 22:214-215) 


Lutheran scholar Eric W. Gritsch, who was a major translator of the 55- 
volume Luther’s Works (edited by Jaroslav Pelikan), including, for example, 
the lengthy treatise, Against the Roman Papacy: An Institution of the Devil 
(vol. 41, 263-376), corroborates Luther’s views in this regard: 


In the same vein, Luther also affirmed the traditional doctrine of 
Mary’s perpetual virginity. She was a virgin before the birth of Christ 
(ante partum) and remained one at the birth (in partu) and after the 
birth (post partum) 


[footnote 24; p. 381: “That Jesus Christ Was Born a Jew, 1523. WA 
11:320.1—6; LW 45:206....”] 


Throughout Luther's career he ... defended Mary’s perpetual virginity, 
siding with Jerome... 


[footnote 27; p. 381: “On the Schem Hamphoras and the Genealogy of 
Christ” (Vom Schem Hamphoras und vom Geschlecht Christi), 1543. WA 
53:640.18-22] 


(in The One Mediator, the Saints, and Mary, Lutherans and Catholics in 
Dialogue VIII, edited by H. George Anderson, J. Francis Stafford, 
Joseph A. Burgess, Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress Press, 1992, 239) 


Luther defended Mary’s perpetual virginity and regarded her 
Immaculate Conception as “a pious and pleasing thought” that should 
not, however, be imposed on the faithful. 


[footnote 43; p. 382: “ ‘Haec pia cogitatio et placet? Exposition of the 
Ninth Chapter of Isaiah, 1543/44. WA 40/3:680.31-32....”] 


(Anderson et al, ibid., p. 241) 
Hilda Graef agrees: 


Luther ... never wavered in his belief in her perfect virginity and her 
divine motherhood, which he vigorously affirmed in 1543. 


(Mary: A History of Doctrine and Devotion, vol. II: New York: Sheed & 
Ward, 1965, 12; cites WA 53, 640-643 in footnote) 


HULDREICH ZWINGLI (1484-1531) 


He turns, in September 1522, to a lyrical defense of the perpetual 
virginity of the mother of Christ ... To deny that Mary remained 
‘inviolata’ before, during and after the birth of her Son, was to doubt the 
omnipotence of God ... and it was right and profitable to repeat the 
angelic greeting—not prayer—‘Hail Mary’ ... God esteemed Mary 
above all creatures, including the saints and angels—it was her purity, 
innocence and invincible faith that mankind must follow. Prayer, 
however, must be... to God alone... 

‘Fidei expositio, the last pamphlet from his pen ... There is a special 
insistence upon the perpetual virginity of Mary. 


(G. R. Potter, Zwingli, London: Cambridge University Press, 1976, 88- 
89, 395 / The Perpetual Virginity of Mary ..., 17 September 1522) 


Zwingli had printed in 1524 a sermon on ‘Mary, ever virgin, mother of 


God: 
(Thurian, ibid., 76) 


I have never thought, still less taught, or declared publicly, anything 
concerning the subject of the ever Virgin Mary, Mother of our 
salvation, which could be considered dishonourable, impious, unworthy 
or evil ... I believe with all my heart according to the word of holy gospel 
that this pure virgin bore for us the Son of God and that she remained, 
in the birth and after it, a pure and unsullied virgin, for eternity. 


(Thurian, ibid., 76 / Zwingli in the above-mentioned sermon) 


HEINRICH BULLINGER (1504-1575) 


Bullinger (d. 1575) ... defends Mary’s perpetual virginity ... and 
inveighs against the false Christians who defraud her of her rightful 
praise: ‘In Mary everything is extraordinary and all the more glorious as 
it has sprung from pure faith and burning love of God: She is ‘the most 
unique and the noblest member’ of the Christian community ... 

“The Virgin Mary ... completely sanctified by the grace and blood of 
her only Son and abundantly endowed by the gift of the Holy Spirit and 
preferred to all ... now lives happily with Christ in heaven and is called 
and remains ever-Virgin and Mother of God: 


(in Hilda Graef, Mary: A History of Doctrine and Devotion, combined 
edition of vols. 1 and 2, London: Sheed & Ward, 1965, vol. II, 14-5) 


One source for Bullinger’s belief is a “Sermon on Mary” from 1558, as 
noted in the German work, Das Marienlob der Reformatoren: Martin Luther, 
Johannes Calvin, Huldrych Zwingli, Heinrich Bullinger (Gebundene Ausgabe), 
by Walter Tappolet (Tubingen, 1962); pp. 275-290. Reference is made to 
this German work also in Tim S. Perry, Mary for Evangelicals [Downers 
Grove, Illinois: [VP Academic, 2006], p. 218, and in Bridget Heal, The Cult 
of the Virgin Mary in Early Modern Germany [Cambridge University Press, 
2007], p. 128. 

Moreover, Bullinger wrote the Second Helvetic Confession in 1562. In 
its Chapter XI, it refers to “the ever virgin Mary” and “the Virgin Mary.’ In 
Chapter III it mentions “the Blessed Virgin.’ Here is the original Latin 
version for Chapter XI, section 4 (complete). It is available to read online 
at the Christian Classics Ethereal Library website: 


4. Eundem quoque eterni Dei eternum Filium credimus et docemus 
hominis factum esse filium, ex semine Abrahz atque Davidis, non ex 
viri coitu, quod Ebion dixit, sed conceptum purissime ex Spiritu Sancto, 
et natum ex Maria semper virgine: sicut diligenter nobis historia 
explicat evangelica (Matt. 1). Et Paulus ait: Nullibi angelos adsumit, sed 
semen Abrahe (Heb. 2:16). Joannes item Apostolus, qui non credit, 


Jesum Christum in carne venisse, ex Deo non est (1 Joh. 4:3). Caro ergo 
Christi nec phantastica fuit, nec ccelitus adlata, sicuti Valentinus et 
Marcion somniabant. 


(italics in original; bolding added presently) 


JOHN CALVIN (1509-1564) 


Helvidius displayed excessive ignorance in concluding that Mary must 
have had many sons, because Christ’s ‘brothers’ are sometimes 
mentioned. 


{Harmony of Matthew, Mark & Luke, section 39 (Geneva, 1562], volume 
2 / From Calvin's Commentaries, translated by William Pringle, Grand 
Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1949, p. 215; on Matthew 13:55) 


(On Matt 1:25:] The inference he [Helvidius] drew from it was, that 
Mary remained a virgin no longer than till her first birth, and that 
afterwards she had other children by her husband ... No just and well- 
grounded inference can be drawn from these words ... as to what took 
place after the birth of Christ. He is called ‘first-born’; but it is for the 
sole purpose of informing us that he was born of a virgin ... What took 
place afterwards the historian does not inform us ... No man will 
obstinately keep up the argument, except from an extreme fondness for 
disputation. 


(Pringle, ibid., vol. I, p. 107) 


This passage afforded the pretext for great disturbances, which were 
introduced into the Church, at a former period, by Helvidius. The 
inference he drew from it was, that Mary remained a virgin no longer 
than till her first birth, and that afterwards she had other children by 
her husband. Jerome, on the other hand, earnestly and copiously 
defended Mary’s perpetual virginity. Let us rest satisfied with this, that 
no just and well-grounded inference can be drawn from these words of 
the Evangelist, as to what took place after the birth of Christ. 


(alternate translation by W. P. Auchterarder, 1845; available online at 
Christian Classics Ethereal Library) 


Under the word ‘brethren’ the Hebrews include all cousins and other 
relations, whatever may be the degree of affinity. 


(Pringle, ibid., vol. 1, p. 283; Commentary on John, [7:3]) 


Some claim that Calvin was agnostic on the issue, and not an advocate 
of Mary’s perpetual virginity. This is possible, because of the scarcity of the 
evidence (it’s not a merely unserious or frivolous opinion, I don’t think), 
but I’m inclined to think he did believe in the dogma, from the data we do 
have, and based on the opinions of many Protestant scholars. I agree all 
down the line with David F. Wright, who stated in his book, Chosen by God: 
Mary in Evangelical Perspective (London: Marshall Pickering, 1989, pp. 173, 
175): 


[H]is more careful biblicism could insist on only Mary’s refraining from 
intercourse before the birth of Jesus (i.e., her virginity ante partum). On 
the other hand, he never excluded as untenable the other elements in 
her perpetual virginity, and may be said to have believed it himself 
without claiming that Scripture taught it.... [Calvin] commonly speaks 
of Mary as “the holy Virgin” (and rarely as simply as “Mary” preferring 
“the Virgin’ etc.). 


Thomas Henry Louis Parker, in his Calvin: an Introduction to his 
Thought (Westminster John Knox Press, 1995, p. 66), concurs: 


(T]he Virgin Birth, which Calvin holds, together with the perpetual 
virginity of Mary. 


He is the author of several books about Calvin, such as John Calvin: A 
Biography (Westminster John Knox Press, 2007), and Oracles Of God: An 
Introduction To The Preaching Of John Calvin (Lutterworth Press, 2002), 
Calvin’s New Testament Commentaries (S.C.M. Press, 1971), Calvin’s 
Preaching (Westminster John Knox Press, 1992), Calvin's Old Testament 
Commentaries (Westminster John Knox Press, 1993), and several other 
Calvin-related volumes, and translator of Calvin’s Harmony of the Gospels 
in its 1995 Eerdmans edition. If any man could be considered the 
preeminent expert on Calvin's positions on things, Parker would seem to 


fit the bill. 


The article “Mary” (by David T. Wright) in the Encyclopedia of the 
Reformed Faith (edited by Donald K. McKim, Westminster John Knox 
Press, 1992, p. 237), proclaims: 


Calvin was likewise less clear-cut than Luther on Mary’s perpetual 
virginity but undoubtedly favored it. Notes in the Geneva Bible (Matt. 
1:18, 25; Jesus’ “brothers”) defend it, as did Zwingli and the English 
reformers ... 


Renowned Protestant scholar Donald G. Bloesch, in his Jesus Christ: 
Savior and Lord (Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 2006, p. 87), 
joins the crowd: 


Protestantism ... remained remarkably open to the idea of Mary’s 
perpetual virginity. Among others, Luther, Calvin, Zwingli, Wollebius, 
Bullinger and Wesley claimed that Mary was ever-virgin (semper virgo). 
The Second Helvetic Confession and the Geneva Bible of the Reformed 
faith and the Schmalkald Articles of the Lutheran churches affirm it. 


Geoffrey W. Bromiley in his article, “Mary the Mother of Jesus” in 
International Standard Bible Encyclopedia: K-P (edited by Bromiley, revised 
edition of 1994 published by Eerdmans [Grand Rapids, Michigan], p. 269), 


wrote: 


The post-partum or perpetual virginity concept is held by some 
Protestants and was held by many Reformers (e.g., Calvin in his sermon 
on Mt. 1:22-25)... 


Calvin’s successor Theodore Beza argued that Catholics and Protestants 
agreed on the perpetual virginity of Mary, at the Colloquy of Poissy in 1561 
(see William A. Dyrness, Reformed Theology and Visual Culture: the 
Protestant Imagination from Calvin to Edwards, [Cambridge University 
Press, 2004], pp. 86-87). 

Therefore, we observe several Protestant scholars (even reputable 
Reformed Protestant scholars of Calvin and encyclopedias of Calvinism) 
who hold that Calvin did indeed accept Mary’s perpetual virginity. If they 
do so, then we Catholics who are of the same opinion cannot be charged 
with being dishonest with Calvin texts (without the same charge landing 


on the heads of Parker, Wright, Bloesch, Bromiley, and indirectly to 
McKim). 

Also, Calvin habitually calling Mary “the virgin” or “holy virgin” (as 
Calvin scholar T. H. L. Parker noted), is further evidence, since that had 
usually, if not always been understood in Church history as a belief in 
perpetual virginity, and was clearly understood as such in Calvin’s time. 
Here are many examples: 


Institutes of the Christian Religion 


II, 10:4 ... the blessed Virgin ... [footnote: “Beata Virgo.’ French, “la 
Vierge Marie;’—the Virgin Mary] 

II, 13:3 ... being descended of the Virgin; ... nourished to maturity in 
the Virgin’s womb.... Matthew does not here describe the Virgin ... 

II, 13:4... conceived miraculously in the Virgin’s womb 

II, 14:1 ... he made choice of the Virgin’s womb as a temple in which he 
might dwell. 

II, 14:4... the name of the Son of God is given to him who is born of a 
Virgin, and the Virgin herself is called the mother of our Lord (Luke 
1:32, 43). 

II, 14:5 ... he was begotten in the womb of the Virgin by the Holy Spirit. 
... We indeed acknowledge that the Mediator who was born of the 
Virgin is properly the Son of God. 

II, 14:6... He who was born of a Virgin, ... 

II, 14:8 ... he was conceived in the womb of the Virgin by the Holy 
Spirit. 


Harmony of the Gospels 


Matthew 1:18 ... the virgin ... 
Matthew 1:19... the virgin ... 
Matthew 1:22... the virgin ... [twice] 
Matthew 1:23... the virgin ... 
Matthew 2:16... the virgin ... 
Matthew 5:6 ... the Virgin ... 

Luke 1:26... the virgin ... 

Luke 1:28 ... the virgin ... 


Luke 1:30 The holy virgin ... 

Luke 1:31... the virgin ... [twice] 

Luke 1:32... the holy virgin ... 

Luke 1:34 The holy virgin appears to confine the power of God ... the 
mind of the virgin, ... the holy virgin ... the virgin ... the virgin ... 


(Calvin in the same section denies that this passage suggests a vow of 
perpetual virginity made by Mary] 


Luke 1:35 He only leads the virgin ... 

Luke 1:36 ... the mother of the holy virgin ... 
Luke 1:38 ... the holy virgin ... [three times] 
Luke 1:39... the Virgin ... 

Luke 1:46... the holy virgin ... [twice] 

Luke 1:48 ... the holy virgin ... 

Luke 1:49... the holy virgin ... 

Luke 2:34 The holy virgin .. 

Luke 2:35 ... the holy virgin ... 

Luke 2:48 ... the holy virgin ... [twice] 


Calvin is not simply referring to the Virgin Birth. A bit of reflection 
bears this out. We don’t call women who are married now and sexually 
active, “virgins” their whole lives and thereafter. That would make no 
sense, since they ceased being virgins. It is as illogical as calling them 
“children” when they are adults. They’re not lifetime eunuchs or celibates 
or virgins. They were simply one thing and then another, by virtue of 
getting older and passing into the state of marriage. They did not have the 
gift of celibacy that Calvin acknowledged, per clear Pauline teaching. 

Calvin didn’t even use the phraseology of Theotokos ("Mother of God”) 
—as Luther and many other Protestants (even in some confessions), did, 
so I think that if he continued to use “holy virgin” that it is more plausible 
to believe that he retained the traditional view than that he did not. 
Otherwise, it stands to reason that he would cease using that title for her, 
too, since he was well familiar with historical usage and patristic teachings. 

Therefore this is another relevant evidence of Calvin's position, by both 
linguistic and commonsense criteria, and it is direct. This would, no doubt, 


influence the determination of scholars like Parker and Wright and 
Bloesch and Bromiley to conclude as they did. 


FRANCIS TURRETIN (1632-1687) 


This is not expressly declared in Scripture, but is yet piously believed 
with human faith from the consent of the ancient church. Thus it is 
probable that the womb in which our Savior received the auspices of life 
(whence he entered into this world, as from a temple) was so 
consecrated and sanctified by so great a guest that she always remained 
untouched by man; nor did Joseph ever cohabit with her. 

Hence Helvidius and the Antidicomarianites (so-called because they 
were opponents of [antidikoi] Mary) are deservedly rebuked by the 
fathers for denying that Mary was always a virgin (aei Parthenon). They 
held that she cohabited with Joseph after delivery; yea, also bore 
children from him. As Augustine remarks, they rely on the shallowest 
arguments, i.e., because Christ is called the ‘firstborn’ of Mary (cf. De 
Haeresibus 56, 84 [PL 42.40, 46] ). For as Jerome well remarks, she was 
so called because no one was begotten before him, not because there was 
another after him. Hence among lawyers: ‘He is the first whom no one 
precedes; he is last, whom no one follows: The Hebrews were 
accustomed to call the firstborn also only begotten; Israel is called ‘the 
first-born of God’ (Ex 4:22), although the only people chosen of God. 
Thus ‘the firstborn’ is said to be ‘holy unto God’ (Ex 13:2), who first 
opened the womb, whether others followed or not. Otherwise the 
firstborn would not have to be redeemed until after another offspring 
had been procreated (the law shows this to be false because it 
commands it to be redeemed a month after birth, Num. 18:16). 

Not more solidly have they been able to elicit this from the fact that 
in the New Testament certain ones are called ‘the brothers of Christ: It 
is common in Scripture not only for one’s own and full brothers by 
nature to be designated by this name, but also blood relatives and 
cousins (as Abraham and Lot, Jacob and Laban). Thus James and Joses, 
Simon and Judas are called brothers of Christ (Mt. 13:55) by a relation 
of blood. For Mary (who is called their mother by Matthew and Mark) 
is called by John the sister of the Lord’s mother. However what is said in 


Jn. 7:5 that ‘neither did his brethren believe him’ must be understood of 
more remote blood relations. 

Nor is it derived better from this-that Joseph is said ‘not to have 
known Mary till she had brought forth her firstborn son’ (Mt. 1:25). 
The particles ‘till” and ‘even unto’ are often referred only to the past, not 
to the future (i.e., they so connote the preceding time, concerning which 
there might be a doubt or which it was of the highest importance to 
know, as not to have a reference to the future-cf. Gen 28:15; Pss 122:2; 
110:1; Mt. 28:20, etc.). Thus is shown what was done by Joseph before 
the nativity of Christ (to wit, that he abstained form her); but it does 
not imply that he lived with her in any other way postpartum. When 
therefore she is said to have been found with child ‘before they came 
together’ (prin e synelthein autous), preceding copulation is denied, but 
not subsequent affirmed. Although copulation had not take place in 
that marriage, it did not cease to be true and ratified (although 
unconsummated) for not intercourse, but consent makes marriage. 
Therefore it was perfect as to form (to wit, undivided conjunction of life 
and unviolated faith), but not as to end (to wit, the procreation of 
children), although it was not deficient as to the raising of the offspring. 


(Institutes of Elenctic Theology, vol. 2, 345-346) 


JOHN WESLEY (1703-1791) 


I believe ... he was born of the blessed Virgin, who, as well after as she 
brought him forth, continued a pure and unspotted virgin. 


(“Letter to a Roman Catholic,’ quoted in A. C. Coulter, John Wesley, 
New York: Oxford University Press, 1964, 495) 


Chapter Eleven 


Why Do Catholics Ask Mary to Pray for Them, 
Rather Than Praying Directly to God? 


God meets people where they are at, and He knows that it is difficult for 
some people to relate to God as a “father” figure, based on painful personal. 
This is not, however, how asking Mary to pray for us began. It comes from 
the notion of the communion of saints. All the saints in heaven are more 
alive and aware than we are, and they have been perfected. They care 
deeply about us, pray for us, and can present our petitions to God. 

Mary the Immaculate Mother of God is the most exalted creature who 
ever lived. St. James, before giving the example of the prophet Elijah, 
stated: “The prayer of a righteous man has great power in its effects” 
(James 5:16). Mary was without sin even while on the earth, so it is 
perfectly biblical and natural (and wise) to ask for her intercession, 
because it has more power than our own does. It makes eminent spiritual 
sense. 

One immediately thinks of other powerful intercessors such as 
Abraham and Moses. God sometimes did not destroy entire cities or 
peoples as a result of their pleas. Of course God cannot change and knew 
what He was going to do all along, but the point is that He involved His 
creatures in the process in a lesser, secondary fashion. They participated, 
just as Paul states that we “work out our own salvation” (Philippians 2:12). 

St. John wrote: “if we ask anything according to his will he hears us. And 
if we know that he hears us in whatever we ask, we know that we have 
obtained the requests made of him” (1 John 5:14-15). Similar themes are 
common in Scripture. 

Following this line of thought, then, if Mary is indeed sinless, then it 
follows inexorably (right from Scripture) that her prayers would have the 
greatest power and efficacy, and not only because of her sinlessness but 


because of her status as the Theotokos and Spiritual Mother, for which God 
appointed her. 

Protestants often recognize the power of a more righteous person 
praying. That’s why they will ask pastors or famous and respected figures 
like Billy Graham to pray for them. They understand this principle. 

The only difference is that we say that saints in heaven also pray for us 
and can therefore, be asked to pray. They are outside of time, with God in 
heaven, and so they have “time” to hear our petitions. Even Martin Luther 
recognized the first thing: 


Although angels in heaven pray for us (as Christ himself also does), and 
although saints on earth, and perhaps also in heaven, do likewise, it does 
not follow that we should invoke angels and saints. 


(Smalcald Articles, 1537, Part II, Article Il; The Book of Concord, 
translated and edited by by Theodore G. Tappert, St. Louis: Concordia 
Publishing House, 1959, 297) 


Luther (as we see) denied that we could ask these saints to pray for us. 
This is illogical, since we know that saints are aware of earthly events, 
based on Hebrews 12:1, frequent indications in the book of Revelation, 
and other biblical passages. If they are aware of what is going on, and can 
interact with our thoughts, just as angels can, and have love, then it is 
perfectly reasonable to suppose that we can ask for their intercession. 

We could recall, for example, the Transfiguration. Moses and Elijah 
appeared and talked to Jesus. Theoretically, they could have been asked by 
the disciples to pray for them or for some cause. That would have been an 
example of our asking “dead” people to pray. Nothing in the Bible would 
prevent them from saying “yes.” 

Catholics don’t disagree with Protestants that prayer is supremely 
important, and is God's will. The disagreement is over whether this applies 
to those who have died and gone to be with Jesus in the afterlife. Most 
Protestants believe that we shouldn't ask for their intercession, usually 
stating that we should go right to God, but some recognize that they can’t 
take that principle too far, else all prayers for each other would be 
eliminated. The standard Protestant position is to accept the prayers 


among those on earth, but not from those (saved saints) who have 
departed from the earth as a result of physical death. 

It’s really quite simple. Either these folks are alive or they are not. 
Clearly, they are alive (in fact, more alive than we are). Jesus alludes to this 
fact when He speaks of “the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacb,’ stating that 
“He is not God of the dead, but of the living” (Matthew 22:32). Hebrews 
12:1 mentions that we are surrounded by a “cloud of witnesses’— 
commentators have compared this to spectators in a sports arena 
observing. Further proof is unnecessary. 

But many do not grasp the communion of saints, and tend to equate 
every such instance into the “occult” or necromancy or having a seance: 
“contacting” the dead. The two things are completely different. We are not 
relying on the power of some “medium” (many of whom are fake to begin 
with, as Houdini, the Amazing Randi, and others have shown), but on the 
power of God. The saints can see us, hear us, and pray for us, because they 
are with God, out of time, and accorded the remarkable abilities that those 
in such situations receive as a matter of course. 

We mustn’t adopt the silly cultural stereotypes of what heaven is 
supposedly like, as if it is the Norse Valhalla, rather than the intensely 
spiritual place (or state) that it is, with souls longing and burning in their 
desire for human beings to be saved and not damned. The saints who have 
died know what it is all about. They are in a place where they can devote 
themselves to prayer for us (because they are perfected in love), knowing 
full well what the stakes are. They no longer have to play all the games that 
we play in order to ignore the spiritual dimension and forget the world to 
come. And so we can and should certainly ask for their intercession: Mary 
most of all. 

I should clarify, too, that when we ask Mary to “help” us, we mean by 
her power of intercession. She can't grant us things in and of herself, but only 
by virtue of the graces given to her by God. She is God’s instrument or 
agent, just as any creature is, but in her exalted position as the Mother of 
God, she is the best possible creature we can ask to pray for us. 

God has designed it so that we are all in this together: a big family in the 
Church, including those who have passed on, but who are still actively 
involved. This notion is no different in essence from the accepted 
Protestant activity of praying for each other. 


Intercessory) prayer is one Christian asking God to help another 
Christian (or any person) in some fashion. It is being an intermediary. We 
ask for prayer all the time. No one ever objects to that, even though it is an 
intermediary between one particular person and God. No one ever says 
that prayer detracts from a personal relationship with God because a third 
party is involved. No one ever says to not pray, or that prayer is a bad thing, 
getting the focus off of God. 

We can pray to God directly anytime we like. But we can also ask a holy 
person to pray for you as well, because their prayers have more power and 
effect, per the express statement in James. 


Chapter Twelve 


Reflections on the Rosary 


One must understand the nature of the Rosary and the purpose of the 
repetition. Most of the words of the Hail Mary are, it should be noted, 
straight from the Bible. Furthermore, it is incorrect to say that because 
“Mary” may be the word repeated more than any other in the Rosary, that, 
therefore, she is considered more important than Jesus, or the focal point 
of the Rosary meditation. The intent of the repetitions of the Hail Mary 
prayer is to form a sort of “background music,’ so to speak, to the 
meditations on (mostly) the life of Jesus. 

It reminds me a bit of an analogy from my past as a trombone player in 
my high school band and orchestra. We had to play at graduations every 
year, the famous Pomp and Circumstance, by Edward Elgar. It was 
extremely repetitious. We'd play the thing over and over, until all the 
graduates had walked across the stage to receive their diploma. I got pretty 
bored with that. 

Now, was the purpose of the commencement ceremony to hear Pomp 
and Circumstance 741 times? No, of course not. It was to honor the 
graduates for their accomplishment in achieving a high school diploma. 
The music was the background, just as a soundtrack to a movie is. It’s not a 
perfect analogy (few are), but the Hail Marys in the Rosary are, at least in 
part, a sort of rhythmic background to the meditations. It’s a way (rather 
ingenious, when fully understood) to move forward in the prayer, and to 
avoid distraction (something we are all very familiar with when we try to 
pray). 

We all learn to do more than one thing at a time in other areas of life. 
We can drive and listen to music or a talk show. We can mow the lawn and 
also keep an eye on our kids playing, and enjoy the blue sky and talk to our 


spouse (and chew gum!) all at the same time. The Rosary is another 
instance of doing two things at once. 

Critics of the Rosary say it is difficult to meditate on Christ while 
repeating the Hail Marys. This is probably mostly a function of 
unfamiliarity with the Rosary. It is initially very foreign to us former 
Protestants: especially an old “Jesus Freak” like I was: very unsacramental 
and informal in my former worship, and used to non-formal prayers. 

It’s very different from much of Protestant piety, just as things like 
penance and purgatory and prayers for the dead or asking saints to pray for 
us are quite foreign at first to the typical evangelical Protestant mind, such 
as mine was. It’s a “learned art,’ to a large extent. 

Catholic Mariology is such a beautiful, sublime part of Christian 
spirituality: full of profound depth and insight. Protestantism greatly 
impoverished itself when it minimized or eliminated, the full Mariology 
that remains intact in the Catholic Church. It was not always so. Martin 
Luther himself (the founder of Protestantism) had a very high Mariology 
(including belief even in her Immaculate Conception). He wrote: 


Our prayer should include the Mother of God ... What the Hail Mary 
says is that all glory should be given to God, using these words: “Hail 
Mary, full of grace. The Lord is with thee; blessed art thou among 
women and blessed is the fruit of thy womb, Jesus Christ. Amen!” You 
see that these words are not concerned with prayer but purely with 
giving praise and honor ... We can use the Hail Mary as a meditation in 
which we recite what grace God has given her. Second, we should add a 
wish that everyone may know and respect her ... He who has no faith is 
advised to refrain from saying the Hail Mary. 


(Personal Prayer Book, 1522) 


We also find in the Bible a similar sort of repetitious, chant-like form. 
In, for example, Psalm 136, the same phrase (“for his steadfast love endures 
forever”) is repeated for twenty-six straight verses. The same technique is 
used in popular songs, where the chorus repeats itself, and causes the 
hearer to remember the song better. The Hail Marys in the Rosary are 
somewhat like that. At least that is one way I and many others have 
understood the purpose of the seemingly (at first) “excessive” repetition. 


Jesus Himself teaches us that it is not mere repetition in prayer that He 
opposes: 


Matthew 6:7 And in praying do not heap up empty phrases [KJV: “vain 
repetitions”] as the Gentiles [KJV: “heathen”] do; for they think that 
they will be heard for their many words. 


Sirach 7:14 Do not prattle in the assembly of the elders, nor repeat 
yourself in your prayer. 


Our Lord shows even in the immediate context that not all repetition in 
prayer whatsoever is precluded, because two verses later He instructs 
them how to pray by teaching them the Lord’s Prayer (the “Our Father”). 
Obviously, when He said, “Pray then like this,’ He didn’t mean just one 
time. He meant habitually—and indeed many church services (like the 
Mass) regularly utilize the Lord’s Prayer: the most well-known Christian 
prayer of all. 

The passage in Luke that contains the Our Father complements 
Matthew by making certain elements more clear. It shows us that Jesus is 
specifically teaching the disciples how to pray, by saying particular words. 
The phrase, “when you pray, say ...’ is almost like a formula for a regular 
practice of prayer. It’s also notable because here the prayer is not in the 
context of the Sermon on the Mount, as in Matthew, but on another 
occasion (yet more evidence of its repetitious nature): 


Luke 11:1—4 He was praying in a certain place, and when he ceased, one 
of his disciples said to him, “Lord, teach us to pray, as John taught his 
disciples” [2] And he said to them, “When you pray, say: ‘Father, 
hallowed be thy name. Thy kingdom come. [3] Give us each day our 
daily bread; [4] and forgive us our sins, for we ourselves forgive every 


Iw” 


one who is indebted to us; and lead us not into temptation: 


The intended repetition of the prayer is shown again by analogy in the 
same larger passage, with regard to the proper practice of fasting, where 
Jesus says, “when you fast, anoint your head and wash your face, that your 
fasting may not be seen by men but by your Father who is in secret; and 
your Father who sees in secret will reward you” (Matthew 6:17-18a). This 
is obviously intended to be a regular practice as well: not a one-time thing. 


Therefore, by direct analogy, if this practice regarding fasting is to be a 
regular habit, so also the Lord’s prayer is a regular habit, and so it is 
repetitious, but it is not an “empty phrase” or a “vain repetition.’ 

Those who argue that all formal prayer that repeats phrases are “empty” 
or “vain” in fact manage to overlook the entire deeper meaning and import 
of this biblical narrative, in context. Jesus is recommending and exhorting 
His hearers to a genuine, humble piety of the heart, as opposed to an empty, 
shell-like, merely external piety, intended to be seen by men in a spiritually 
prideful sense. 

This theme of genuine vs. sham piety is a common biblical theme 
(Proverbs 15:8; 21:27; Jeremiah 6:19-20; Malachi 1:6-14; James 1:26- 
27). When His people obeyed His commands, however, then God was 
pleased with the same sacrifices or acts or rituals of worship (see, for 
example, Isaiah 56:6-7: “their burnt offerings and their sacrifices will be 
accepted on my altar”; Jeremiah 17:24—26: “But if you listen to me ...’; 
Malachi 1:11: “a pure offering” and many others). 

The same theme is seen throughout the first half of Matthew, chapter 6 
(part of the Sermon on the Mount): 


Matthew 6:1-6, 16 Beware of practicing your piety before men in order 
to be seen by them; for then you will have no reward from your Father 
who is in heaven. [2] Thus, when you give alms, sound no trumpet 
before you, as the hypocrites do in the synagogues and in the streets, 
that they may be praised by men. Truly, I say to you, they have received 
their reward. [3] But when you give alms, do not let your left hand 
know what your right hand is doing, [4] so that your alms may be in 
secret; and your Father who sees in secret will reward you. [5] And 
when you pray, you must not be like the hypocrites; for they love to 
stand and pray in the synagogues and at the street corners, that they 
may be seen by men. Truly, I say to you, they have received their reward. 
[6] But when you pray, go into your room and shut the door and pray to 
your Father who is in secret; and your Father who sees in secret will 
reward you.... [16] And when you fast, do not look dismal, like the 
hypocrites, for they disfigure their faces that their fasting may be seen 
by men. Truly, I say to you, they have received their reward. 


And the same general idea occurs again in Mark and Luke: 


Mark 12:38-40 And in his teaching he said, “Beware of the scribes, who 
like to go about in long robes, and to have salutations in the market 
places [39] and the best seats in the synagogues and the places of honor 
at feasts, [40] who devour widows’ houses and for a pretense make long 
prayers. They will receive the greater condemnation. 


Luke 20:46-—47 Beware of the scribes, who like to go about in long robes, 
and love salutations in the market places and the best seats in the 
synagogues and the places of honor at feasts, [47] who devour widows’ 
houses and for a pretense make long prayers. They will receive the 
greater condemnation. 


It’s not that all long prayers are condemned, anymore than repetitious 
prayers are, but that prayers made with a pretentious, prideful spirit 
(showing off in front of men; making people think one is “super-pious”) are 
condemned. 

Formal and ritualistic ceremonies and worship services are recorded as 
taking place even in heaven itself (Revelation 4:8—11; 5:8-14), complete 
with repetitious prayer (Revelation 4:8: “they never cease to sing ...”), and 
repeated chants or hymns (4:11, 5:9-10). 

Lastly, when Jesus states: “do not heap up empty phrases as the Gentiles 
do,’ note that He is no longer talking about the Hebrew tradition of prayer 
(that quite obviously included much repetition, such as in the Psalms and 
priestly chants and prayers). He’s not even talking about the Pharisees, 
because they weren't Gentiles. In other places (6:2, 5, and implied in 
context again in 6:16), He refers to practicing Jews, but now He mentions 
the Gentiles. Remember, this is before the Church was opened up to the 
Gentiles (after the day of Pentecost, after Jesus’ death) and spread beyond 
the Jews. 

Therefore, Jesus was referring to people like the pagan Romans and 
Greeks, and other non-Jews; people who had a different religion 
altogether. Thus, the KJV, NKJV, NEB, and REB versions use the word 
“heathen,’ and other translations (e.g., Phillips, TEV, Jerusalem, NIV) use 
the word “pagans” here. 

It is not only a matter, then, of praying with “empty phrases” and “vain 
repetition” but also of praying “as the Gentiles / pagans / heathen do”: in 
other words, of praying like those who practice an ultimately false religion. 


That element and the aspect of interior piety take the passage to a far 
deeper place than merely a discussion of repetition: let alone all repetition, 
as if God is condemning that. 

Jesus then illustrates that He Himself is not opposed to all repetition in 
prayer, by the example of His own practice: 


Matthew 26:39, 42, 44 And going a little farther he fell on his face and 
prayed, “My Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me; 
nevertheless, not as I will, but as thou wilt” ... [42] Again, for the 
second time, he went away and prayed, “My Father, if this cannot pass 
unless I drink it, thy will be done’ ... [44] So, leaving them again, he 
went away and prayed for the third time, saying the same words. 


Mark 14:39 And again he went away and prayed, saying the same 


words. 


The following passage may also suggest formal, liturgical (hence, 
repetitious) prayers, by the phraseology “the prayers” rather than simply 
“prayer” (as in Acts 6:4) or “praying”: 


Acts 2:42 And they devoted themselves to the apostles’ teaching and 
fellowship, to the breaking of bread and the prayers. (cf. Acts 3:1: “.. 
going up to the temple at the hour of prayer, the ninth hour”). 


Moreover, further repetition occurs in repeated intercession for the 
same person or persons. For example: 


Ephesians 1:16 I do not cease to give thanks for you, remembering you 
in my prayers, 


Colossians 1:9 And so, from the day we heard of it, we have not ceased 
to pray for you, asking that you may be filled with the knowledge of his 


will in all spiritual wisdom and understanding, 


Colossians 4:12 Ep’aphras, who is one of yourselves, a servant of Christ 
Jesus, greets you, always remembering you earnestly in his prayers, ... 


1 Thessalonians 1:2 We give thanks to God always for you all, constantly 
mentioning you in our prayers, 


2 Thessalonians 1:11 To this end we always pray for you, that our God 
may make you worthy of his call, and may fulfil every good resolve and 


work of faith by his power, 


2 Timothy 1:3 I thank God whom I serve with a clear conscience, as did 
my fathers, when I remember you constantly in my prayers. 


Here are examples of relentlessly repeated prayer requests: 


Luke 18:1-7 And he told them a parable, to the effect that they ought 
always to pray and not lose heart. [2] He said, “In a certain city there 
was a judge who neither feared God nor regarded man; [3] and there 
was a widow in that city who kept coming to him and saying, “Vindicate 
me against my adversary. [4] For a while he refused; but afterward he 
said to himself, “Though I neither fear God nor regard man, [5] yet 
because this widow bothers me, I will vindicate her, or she will wear me 
out by her continual coming?” [6] And the Lord said, “Hear what the 
unrighteous judge says. [7] And will not God vindicate his elect, who 
cry to him day and night? Will he delay long over them?” 


(cf. Lk 2:37: “She did not depart from the temple, worshiping with 
fasting and prayer night and day’; also 1 Tim 5:5: “continues in 
supplications and prayers night and day”) 


1 Thessalonians 3:10 praying earnestly night and day that we may see 
you face to face and supply what is lacking in your faith? 


Two further examples from the Old Testament perhaps indicate a single 
prayer being used repeatedly in one instance of praying (Nehemiah 1:4-6 
and Psalm 141:5). 


Chapter Thirteen 


Mary as a Guide and Model of Holiness 


Pope Benedict XVI, in an Angelus address on 11 October 2009, stated 
that “the Virgin Mary is the star that guides” us in every “area of holiness” 
and that she was a “model of perfect adherence to the divine will.’ This sort 


of expression and belief has explicit biblical sanction, above all from St. 
Paul: 


Romans 11:13-14 Now I am speaking to you Gentiles. Inasmuch then 
as I am an apostle to the Gentiles, I magnify my ministry [14] in order 
to make my fellow Jews jealous, and thus save some of them. (KJV: “If 
by any means I may provoke to emulation them which are my flesh’; i.e., 
by emulation of the Gentiles and/or Paul, the Jews could be saved, so 
that they are being saved in part by means of an example to imitate) 


1 Corinthians 4:15-16 For though you have countless guides in Christ, 
you do not have many fathers. For I became your father in Christ Jesus 
through the gospel. I urge you, then, be imitators of me. 


1 Corinthians 9:19-22 For though I am free from all men, I have made 
myself a slave to all, that I might win the more. [20] To the Jews I 
became as a Jew, in order to win Jews; to those under the law I became 
as one under the law—though not being myself under the law—that I 
might win those under the law. [21] To those outside the law I became 
as one outside the law—not being without law toward God but under 
the law of Christ—that I might win those outside the law. [22] To the 
weak I became weak, that I might win the weak. I have become all 
things to all men, that I might by all means save some. 


1 Corinthians 11:1-2 Be imitators of me, as I am of Christ. [2] I 
commend you because you remember me in everything and maintain 


the traditions even as I have delivered them to you. 


Philippians 3:17 Brethren, join in imitating me, and mark those who so 
live as you have an example in us. 


Philippians 4:8-9 Finally, brethren, whatever is true, whatever is 
honorable, whatever is just, whatever is pure, whatever is lovely, 
whatever is gracious, if there is any excellence, if there is anything 
worthy of praise, think about these things. [9] What you have learned 
and received and heard and seen in me, do; and the God of peace will be 
with you. 


1 Thessalonians 1:6-7 And you became imitators of us and of the Lord, 
for you received the word in much affliction, with joy inspired by the 
Holy Spirit; [7] so that you became an example to all the believers in 
Macedo’nia and in Acha’‘ia. 


1 Thessalonians 2:9-14 For you remember our labor and toil, brethren; 
we worked night and day, that we might not burden any of you, while 
we preached to you the gospel of God. [10] You are witnesses, and God 
also, how holy and righteous and blameless was our behavior to you 
believers; [11] for you know how, like a father with his children, we 
exhorted each one of you and encouraged you and charged you [12] to 
lead a life worthy of God, who calls you into his own kingdom and glory. 
[13] And we also thank God constantly for this, that when you received 
the word of God which you heard from us, you accepted it not as the 
word of men but as what it really is, the word of God, which is at work 
in you believers. [14] For you, brethren, became imitators of the 
churches of God in Christ Jesus which are in Judea; for you suffered the 
same things from your own countrymen as they did from the Jews, 


2 Thessalonians 3:7-9 For you yourselves know how you ought to 
imitate us; we were not idle when we were with you, we did not eat any 
one’s bread without paying, but with toil and labor we worked night and 
day, that we might not burden any of you. It was not because we have 
not that right, but to give you in our conduct an example to imitate. 


1 Timothy 4:12 Let no one despise your youth, but set the believers an 
example in speech and conduct, in love, in faith, in purity. 


2 Timothy 3:10-14 Now you have observed my teaching, my conduct, 
my aim in life, my faith, my patience, my love, my steadfastness, [11] my 
persecutions, my sufferings, what befell me at Antioch, at Ico’nium, and 
at Lystra, what persecutions I endured; yet from them all the Lord 
rescued me. [12] Indeed all who desire to live a godly life in Christ Jesus 
will be persecuted, [13] while evil men and impostors will go on from 
bad to worse, deceivers and deceived. [14] But as for you, continue in 
what you have learned and have firmly believed, knowing from whom 
you learned it. 


Titus 2:7—8 Show yourself in all respects a model of good deeds, and in 
your teaching show integrity, gravity, [8] and sound speech that cannot 
be censured, so that an opponent may be put to shame, having nothing 
evil to say of us. 


Non-Pauline passages teach the same thing: 


John 13:34-35 A new commandment I give to you, that you love one 
another; even as I have loved you, that you also love one another. 
[35] By this all men will know that you are my disciples, if you have love 
for one another. 


John 17:20-23 I do not pray for these only, but also for those who 
believe in me through their word, [21] that they may all be one; even as 
thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be in us, so that 
the world may believe that thou hast sent me. [22] The glory which 
thou hast given me I have given to them, that they may be one even as 
we are one, [23] I in them and thou in me, that they may become 
perfectly one, so that the world may know that thou hast sent me and 
hast loved them even as thou hast loved me. 


Hebrews 6:12 so that you may not be sluggish, but imitators of those 
who through faith and patience inherit the promises. 


Hebrews 11:32-38 And what more shall I say? For time would fail me 
to tell of Gideon, Barak, Samson, Jephthah, of David and Samuel and 
the prophets—who through faith conquered kingdoms, enforced 
justice, received promises, stopped the mouths of lions, quenched raging 
fire, escaped the edge of the sword, won strength out of weakness, 


became mighty in war, put foreign armies to flight. Women received 
their dead by resurrection. Some were tortured, refusing to accept 
release, that they might rise again to a better life. Others suffered 
mocking and scourging, and even chains and imprisonment. They were 
stoned, they were sawn in two, they were killed with the sword; they 
went about in skins of sheep and goats, destitute, afflicted, ill-treated— 
of whom the world was not worthy—wandering over deserts and 
mountains, and in dens and caves of the earth. 


Hebrews 13:7 Remember your leaders, those who spoke to you the 
word of God; consider the outcome of their life, and imitate their faith. 


James 5:10-11 As an example of suffering and patience, brethren, take 
the prophets who spoke in the name of the Lord. Behold, we call those 
happy who were steadfast. You have heard of the steadfastness of Job, 
and you have seen the purpose of the Lord, how the Lord is 
compassionate and merciful. 


1 Peter 3:1—2 Likewise you wives, be submissive to your husbands, so 
that some, though they do not obey the word, may be won without a 
word by the behavior of their wives, [2] when they see your reverent 
and chaste behavior. 


1 Peter 5:2-3 Tend the flock of God that is your charge, not by 
constraint but willingly, not for shameful gain but eagerly, [3] not as 
domineering over those in your charge but being examples to the flock. 


3 John 1:9-11 I have written something to the church; but Diot’rephes, 
who likes to put himself first, does not acknowledge my authority. 
[10] So if I come, I will bring up what he is doing, prating against me 
with evil words. And not content with that, he refuses himself to 
welcome the brethren, and also stops those who want to welcome them 
and puts them out of the church. [11] Beloved, do not imitate evil but 
imitate good. He who does good is of God; he who does evil has not seen 


God. 


By analogy, it is altogether proper to venerate and honor saints, who 
have more perfectly attained God’s likeness (Matthew 22:30; 1 
Corinthians 13:9-12; 2 Corinthians 3:18; Philippians 3:21; Hebrews 


11:40; 1 John 3:2; Revelation 21:27; 22:14), in light of the example of how 
“heroes of the faith” are regarded (Hebrews 11) and also the biblical 
injunctions to honor all sorts of people: 


Romans 12:10 love one another with brotherly affection; outdo one 
another in showing honor. (cf. 1 Cor 12:23—26) 


Romans 13:6-7 For the same reason you also pay taxes, for the 
authorities are ministers of God, attending to this very thing. Pay all of 
them their dues, taxes to whom taxes are due, revenue to whom revenue 
is due, respect to whom respect is due, honor to whom honor is due. 


Ephesians 6:2 “Honor your father and mother” (this is the first 
commandment with a promise), (cf. Ex 20:12; Deut 5:16) 


1 Timothy 5:3 Honor widows who are real widows. 


1 Timothy 5:17 Let the elders who rule well be considered worthy of 
double honor, especially those who labor in preaching and teaching; 


1 Peter 2:17 Honor all men. Love the brotherhood. Fear God. Honor 
the emperor. 


1 Peter 3:7 Likewise you husbands, live considerately with your wives, 
bestowing honor on the woman ... (cf. Gen 30:20) 


King Asa was honored after his death: 


2 Chronicles 16:14 They buried him in the tomb which he had hewn out 
for himself in the city of David. They laid him on a bier which had been 
filled with various kinds of spices prepared by the perfumer’s art; and 
they made a very great fire in his honor. (cf. 21:19, showing that this was 
a general practice) 


King Hezekiah was also so honored: 


2 Chronicles 32:33 And Hezekiah slept with his fathers, and they 
buried him in the ascent of the tombs of the sons of David; and all 
Judah and the inhabitants of Jerusalem did him honor at his death. 


So why not honor and venerate fellow human saints, even if they are 
dead? Just because they no longer walk the earth, it doesn’t follow at all 


(per Hebrews 11) that they are no longer worthy of honor and veneration. 

The problem is that, too often, false man-made traditions are injected 
into topics and folks ignore what God’s inspired, infallible Word actually 
teaches us on the subject. Some argue that imitating any created person as a 
model of holiness is “idolatry” because Christ is our sole model. 

Such a notion is, of course, directly contradicted by the passages above. 
The Bible (especially St. Paul, over and over) expressly commands us to 
imitate holy people and to see them as models for holiness, worthy of 
honor and veneration. None of this is seen as the slightest contradiction to 
Jesus being our model. He certainly is, but so also are those who are being 
perfected by His grace, and His grace alone. 

In fact, St. Paul makes it clear more than once that imitating him is in 
complete harmony with the notion of imitating Christ, whom Paul is 
imitating. We see this in passages such as Ephesians 5:1: “Therefore be 
imitators of God, as beloved children” and 1 Corinthians 11:1: “Be 
imitators of me, as I am of Christ” and 1 Thessalonians 1:6: “And you 
became imitators of us and of the Lord...’ 

Mary is not assuming the role of the Holy Spirit. Catholics agree that 
the Holy Spirit guides us, as the Helper, Who lives inside of us. Mary’s 
guidance is by her holy, sinless example. The pope was not saying that 
Mary is guiding us minute-by-minute from heaven, as if we had a direct 
phone line to her. He mentioned the “yes” of the Annunciation, which is an 
example. She prays, she loves us; she helps distribute God’s grace in a 
profound way, just as Paul did, and as the sacraments do. But we do not 
believe that she usurps what Protestants and Catholics agree is the guiding 
function of the Holy Spirit. 

Nor is it true to say that because Christ is our model, no human being 
can possibly be also. That cannot be argued, oince one sees all the Scripture 
above. 


Chapter Fourteen 


Biblical Evidence Regarding Devotion to the 
Immaculate Heart of Mary 


On 19 October 2008, Pope Benedict XVI, in a visit to Pompeii, Italy, 
cited the Supplication of the Blessed Virgin of the Rosary, a prayer written 
by Blessed Bartolo Longo (1841-1926): 


We implore you to have pity today on the nations that have gone astray, 
on all Europe, on the whole world, that they might repent and return to 
your heart. 


This prayer is perfectly orthodox. I would caution young Catholics and 
those considering the Church against judging “high” forms of Catholic 
pious expression (distinctively “Catholic” aspects that sound very foreign 
to Protestant ears). Sometimes it takes years to learn to appreciate some of 
these things and to spiritually “resonate” with them. It requires a lot of 
humility to admit to ourselves that there are things we don't yet know or 
understand: that saints and doctors of the Church have pondered and 
thought about for centuries. 

We don’t expect a brand-new Catholic who is barely starting to 
understand Mariology in all its fullness, to grasp a prayer like this. It would 
be like asking a person who just learned their time tables, to comprehend 
algebra, trigonometry, or calculus. Mariology and the Marian veneration 
that goes along with it is a very high level of spirituality. 

Every Protestant has to “unlearn” that built-in hostility (as I did myself) 
and then be willing to learn to think in a very different way: a Catholic, 
traditional way (a deeply and profoundly “biblical” way, ironically enough). 
It’s always good to to understand why these expressions are used, and why 
they might seem at first so foreign and “unbiblical” and “excessive.” 

There are reasons for these beliefs and devotional practices. It’s like any 
debate. We shouldn't feel that we can comment authoritatively on the 
wrongness of some other position (much less in public!) until we have first 
learned about that thing inside and out, and know the position as well or 
even better than our “opponents” who hold it. 

Like all truly authentic Marian piety, Blessed Bartolo Longo’s prayer is 
not without many references to Jesus Christ, Whose ultimate authority as 
God is always presupposed and deeply ingrained in the consciousness of 
Catholics who are also devoted to Mary. When one presupposes something 
they do not always mention it again and again. Outsiders may 
misunderstand and think that the assumed thing that is not always 


mentioned in every other sentence, is therefore, denied, but that doesn’t 
logically follow at all. That said, here are some references to Jesus in the 


prayer: 
... redeemed through the blood of our sweet Jesus ... 


... That we may be made worthy of the promises of Christ.... [four 
times, recurring in the prayer] 


.. We, ... are the first who crucify Jesus in our hearts ... 


... the testament of our dying Redeemer. And this testament of a God, 
sealed with the blood of a Man-God, appointed thee our Mother, the 
Mother of sinners. Thus, as our Mother, thou art our Advocate and our 
Hope. 


... yet wound the loving heart of thy Son. 


Did not Jesus entrust to thy hands all the treasures of his graces and 
mercies? 


The divine Child we behold on thy knees, ... 


Certainly no Protestant could object to any of these references to Jesus. 
They are present, and they can't be dismissed and discounted. What is 
controversial is the reference to Mary’s “heart”: the longstanding Catholic 
pious tradition of devotion to the Immaculate Heart of Mary, that was 
highly developed over centuries, from an implicit biblical basis in passages 
like the following: 


Luke 2:16-19 And they went with haste, and found Mary and Joseph, 
and the babe lying in a manger. And when they saw it they made known 
the saying which had been told them concerning this child; and all who 
heard it wondered at what the shepherds told them. But Mary kept all 
these things, pondering them in her heart. 


Luke 2:35 (and a sword will pierce through your own soul [heart in 
some translations] also), that thoughts out of many hearts may be 
revealed. 


Luke 2:51 And he went down with them and came to Nazareth, and 
was obedient to them; and his mother kept all these things in her heart. 


St. Paul refers to his own “heart” in similar fashion, in several passages: 


Acts 21:13 Then Paul answered, “What are you doing, weeping and 
breaking my heart?...’ 


Romans 9:2-3 ... I have great sorrow and unceasing anguish in my 
heart. For I could wish that I myself were accursed and cut off from 
Christ for the sake of my brethren, my kinsmen by race. 


Romans 10:1 Brethren, my heart’s desire and prayer to God for them is 
that they may be saved. 


2 Corinthians 2:4 For I wrote you out of much affliction and anguish of 
heart and with many tears, not to cause you pain but to let you know 
the abundant love that I have for you. 


2 Corinthians 6:11 Our mouth is open to you, Corinthians; our heart is 
wide. 


2 Corinthians 7:3 I do not say this to condemn you, for I said before 
that you are in our hearts, to die together and to live together. 


Therefore, one could speak of Paul, based on explicit biblical data, in 


much the same way as Mary: of others returning to his “heart”— that is, to 


conform to his will, just as he urged his followers to imitate him (1 
Corinthians 4:16; Philippians 3:17; 2 Thessalonians 3:7-9), as he imitated 
Christ (1 Corinthians 11:1; 1 Thessalonians 1:6). 


The devotion to the Immaculate Heart of Mary is analogous in a broad 


sense to the devotion to the Sacred Heart of Jesus. The Bible doesn’t 
directly refer to the “heart of Jesus” but there are a few passages about the 
heart of God or the Lord in the Old Testament. This amounts to the same 
thing—spiritually sbeaking—since all three persons in the Holy Trinity are 
one God): 


Deuteronomy 10:15 yet the LORD set his heart in love upon your 
fathers and chose their descendants after them, you above all peoples, as 


at this day. 


1 Samuel 13:14 But now your kingdom shall not continue; the LORD 
has sought out a man after his own heart; ... 


1 Chronicles 17:19 For thy servant’s sake, O LORD, and according to 
thy own heart, thou hast wrought all this greatness, in making known all 
these great things. 


Psalm 33:11 The counsel of the LORD stands for ever, the thoughts of 
his heart to all generations. 


Jeremiah 15:1 Then the LORD said to me, “Though Moses and Samuel 
stood before me, yet my heart would not turn toward this people. Send 
them out of my sight, and let them go! 


Acts 13:22 And when he had removed him, he raised up David to be 
their king; of whom he testified and said, ‘I have found in David the son 
of Jesse a man after my heart, who will do all my will’ 


Some commentators think that the following two passages refer to our 
Lord’s heart: 


John 19:34 But one of the soldiers pierced his side with a spear, and at 
once there came out blood and water. 


John 21:20 Peter turned and saw following them the disciple whom 
Jesus loved, who had lain close to his breast at the supper and had said, 
“Lord, who is it that is going to betray you?” 


In biblical, Hebraic terms, the heart represented the soul or spiritual 
part of a person: basically the person’s deepest desires or essence. With 
regard to the Blessed Virgin Mary, we are honoring her sinlessness and 
holiness in the devotion to her immaculate heart, rather than worshiping 
her. All glory and honor for that goes to God, just as she herself honored 
God as her savior (Luke 1:47), in the Magnificat. 


Chapter Fifteen 


St. Louis de Montfort’s True Devotion to Mary: Is 
Mary Placed Too High and Jesus Too Low? 


The Marian piety of St. Louis de Montfort, the great French saint 
(1673-1716), is often misinterpreted, just as, unfortunately, many, if not 
most books about devotion to Mary are misunderstood by non-Catholics, 
and not a few Catholics as well. Anti-Catholic Protestants (a small, fringe 
wing of Protestantism) often seize on these works and cite things out of 
context, making it appear that Catholics have practically raised Mary to 
the Godhead. 

But when we examine this particular work closely, in response to the 
exaggerated accusations, we find many passages centering on Jesus, that the 
critics never seem to mention (or if so, only in passing). Catholic teaching 
is always balanced; it never goes to extremes. 

All things have to be considered in context: in the work they are drawn 
from, and in the overall context of Catholic theology and spirituality. True 
Devotion to the Blessed Virgin is available online, for anyone to read and 
study, at no cost. That allows anyone to examine the context of the entire 
work. 

In chapter two—“In What Devotion to Mary Consists’—we find the 
basic outline of the saint’s position on the entire matter. These are the 
premises with which he begins his treatment of Marian devotion. Any 
critique cannot proceed without keeping these presuppositions in mind: 


Basic principles of devotion to Mary 


60. Having spoken briefly of the necessity of devotion to the Blessed 
Virgin, I must now explain what this devotion consists in. This I will do 
with God’s help after I have laid down certain basic truths which throw 
light on the remarkable and sound devotion which I propose to unfold. 


First principle: Christ must be the ultimate end of all devotions 


61. Jesus, our Saviour, true God and true man must be the ultimate end 
of all our other devotions; otherwise they would be false and 
misleading. He is the Alpha and the Omega, the beginning and end of 
everything. “We labour,’ says St. Paul, “only to make all men perfect in 
Jesus Christ? 

For in him alone dwells the entire fullness of the divinity and the 
complete fullness of grace, virtue and perfection. In him alone we have 
been blessed with every spiritual blessing; he is the only teacher from 
whom we must learn; the only Lord on whom we should depend; the 
only Head to whom we should be united and the only model that we 
should imitate. He is the only Physician that can heal us; the only 
Shepherd that can feed us; the only Way that can lead us; the only 
Truth that we can believe; the only Life that can animate us. He alone is 
everything to us and he alone can satisfy all our desires. 

We are given no other name under heaven by which we can be saved. 
God has laid no other foundation for our salvation, perfection and glory 
than Jesus. Every edifice which is not built on that firm rock, is founded 
upon shifting sands and will certainly fall sooner or later. Every one of 
the faithful who is not united to him is like a branch broken from the 
stem of the vine. It falls and withers and is fit only to be burnt. If we live 
in Jesus and Jesus lives in us, we need not fear damnation. Neither 
angels in heaven nor men on earth, nor devils in hell, no creature 
whatever can harm us, for no creature can separate us from the love of 
God which is in Christ Jesus. Through him, with him and in him, we 
can do all things and render all honour and glory to the Father in the 
unity of the Holy Spirit; we can make ourselves perfect and be for our 
neighbour a fragrance of eternal life. 

62. If then we are establishing sound devotion to our Blessed Lady, it 
is only in order to establish devotion to our Lord more perfectly, by 
providing a smooth but certain way of reaching Jesus Christ. If devotion 
to our Lady distracted us from our Lord, we would have to reject it as an 
illusion of the devil. But this is far from being the case. As I have already 
shown and will show again later on, this devotion is necessary, simply 


and solely because it is a way of reaching Jesus perfectly, loving him 


tenderly, and serving him faithfully. 


An evangelical Protestant shouldn't (and, I suspect, in most cases 
wouldn't) have the slightest problem with what is written above about our 
Lord and Savior Jesus Christ; in fact, in the portions that don’t directly 
mention Mary, most evangelical Protestants would probably assume it 
wasn't even written by a Catholic. 

We can't cite one thing without taking into consideration the other. 
Critics of the Church will seize upon single sentences of fragments of 
sentences about Mary (and ignore material like that above) and falsely 
assume that this means that Jesus is being denigrated or “demoted”— when 
in fact this is not the case at all. 

The Catholic outlook is “both / and” The fact that Jesus is the ultimate 
end of all our devotions and spiritual aspirations does not rule out the 
notion of human mediation (soaked in God’s grace and by that grace alone) 
in order to help us to approach Jesus. 

But far from teaching that no Christian can pray directly to Jesus, St. 
Louis does so himself in the very next section: 


63. Here I turn to you for a moment, dear Jesus, to complain lovingly to 
your divine Majesty that the majority of Christians, and even some of 
the most learned among them, do not recognise the necessary bond that 
unites you and your Blessed Mother. Lord, you are always with Mary 
and Mary is always with you. She can never be without you because 
then she would cease to be what she is. She is so completely transformed 
into you by grace that she no longer lives, she no longer exists, because 
you alone, dear Jesus, live and reign in her more perfectly than in all the 
angels and saints. If we only knew the glory and the love given to you by 
this wonderful creature, our feelings for you and for her would be far 
different from those we have now. So intimately is she united to you 
that it would be easier to separate light from the sun, and heat from the 
fire. I go further, it would even be easier to separate all the angels and 
saints from you than Mary; for she loves you ardently, and glorifies you 
more perfectly than all your other creatures put together. 

64. In view of this, my dear Master, is it not astonishing and pitiful to 
see the ignorance and short-sightedness of men with regard to your holy 


Mother? I am not speaking so much of idolaters and pagans who do not 
know you and consequently have no knowledge of her. I am not even 
speaking of heretics and schismatics who have left you and your holy 
Church and therefore are not interested in your holy Mother. I am 
speaking of Catholics, and even of educated Catholics, who profess to 
teach the faith to others but do not know you or your Mother except 
speculatively, in a dry, cold and sterile way. 

These people seldom speak of your Mother or devotion to her. They 
say they are afraid that devotion to her will be abused and that you will 
be offended by excessive honour paid to her. They protest loudly when 
they see or hear a devout servant of Mary speak frequently with feeling, 
conviction and vigour of devotion to her. When he speaks of devotion to 
her as a sure means of finding and loving you without fear or illusion, or 
when he says this devotion is a short road free from danger, or an 
immaculate way free from imperfection, or a wondrous secret of finding 
you, they put before him a thousand specious reasons to show him how 
wrong he is to speak so much of Mary. There are, they say, great abuses 
in this devotion which we should try to stamp out and we should refer 
people to you rather than exhort them to have devotion to your 
Mother, whom they already love adequately. 

If they are sometimes heard speaking of devotion to your Mother, it 
is not for the purpose of promoting it or convincing people of it but only 
to destroy the abuses made of it. Yet all the while these persons are 
devoid of piety or genuine devotion to you, for they have no devotion to 
Mary. They consider the Rosary and the Scapular as devotions suitable 
only for simple women or ignorant people. After all, they say, we do not 
need them to be saved. If they come across one who loves our Lady, who 
says the rosary or shows any devotion towards her, they soon move him 
to a change of mind and heart. They advise him to say the seven 
penitential psalms instead of the Rosary, and to show devotion to Jesus 
instead of to Mary. 

Dear Jesus, do these people possess your spirit? Do they please you 
by acting in this way? Would it please you if we were to make no effort 
to give pleasure to your Mother because we are afraid of offending you? 
Does devotion to your holy Mother hinder devotion to you? Does Mary 
keep for herself any honour we pay her? Is she a rival of yours? Is she a 


stranger having no kinship with you? Does pleasing her imply 
displeasing you? Does the gift of oneself to her constitute a deprivation 
for you? Is love for her a lessening of our love for you? 

65. Nevertheless, my dear Master, the majority of learned scholars 
could not be further from devotion to your Mother, or show more 
indifference to it even if all I have just said were true. Keep me from 
their way of thinking and acting and let me share your feelings of 
gratitude, esteem, respect and love for your holy Mother. I can then 
love and glorify you all the more, because I will be imitating and 
following you more closely. 

66. As though I had said nothing so far to further her honour, grant 
me now the grace to praise her more worthily, in spite of all her enemies 
who are also yours. I can then say to them boldly with the saints, “Let no 
one presume to expect mercy from God, who offends his holy Mother’ 

67. So that I may obtain from your mercy a genuine devotion to your 
blessed Mother and spread it throughout the whole world, help me to 
love you wholeheartedly, and for this intention accept the earnest 
prayer I offer with St. Augustine and all who truly love you. 


Then he cites a “Prayer of St. Augustine” to Jesus, that goes on for 
another three paragraphs. He continues in the next section: 


68. From what Jesus Christ is in regard to us we must conclude, as St. 
Paul says, that we belong not to ourselves but entirely to him as his 
members and his slaves, for he bought us at an infinite price—the 
shedding of his Precious Blood. Before baptism, we belonged to the 
devil as slaves, but baptism made us in very truth slaves of Jesus. 

We must therefore live, work and die for the sole purpose of bringing 
forth fruit for him, glorifying him in our body and letting him reign in 
our soul. We are his conquest, the people he has won, his heritage. 

It is for this reason that the Holy Spirit compares us: 1) to trees that 
are planted along the waters of grace in the field of the Church and 
which must bear their fruit when the time comes; 2) to branches of the 
vine of which Jesus is the stem, which must yield good grapes; 3) to a 
flock of sheep of which Jesus is the Shepherd, which must increase and 
give milk; 4) to good soil cultivated by God, where the seed will spread 
and produce crops up to thirty-fold, sixty-fold, or a hundred-fold. Our 


Lord cursed the barren fig-tree and condemned the slothful servant 
who wasted his talent. 

All this proves that he wishes to receive some fruit from our 
wretched selves, namely, our good works, which by right belong to him 
alone, “created in Jesus Christ for good works” These words of the Holy 
Spirit show that Jesus is the sole source and must be the sole end of all 
our good works, and that we must serve him not just as paid servants 
but as slaves of love. 


He makes clear in sections 72 and 73 shortly afterward, that Mary is far 
below Jesus: 


72. ... Our Lady gave us the same example when she called herself the 
handmaid or slave of the Lord. The Apostle considered it an honour to 
be called “slave of Christ’ Several times in Holy Scripture, Christians 
are referred to as “slaves of Christ’: 

The Latin word “servus” at one time signified only a slave because 
servants as we know them did not exist. Masters were served either by 
slaves or by freedmen. The Catechism of the Council of Trent leaves no 
doubt about our being slaves of Jesus Christ, using the unequivocal term 
“Mancipia Christi’; which plainly means: slaves of Christ. 

73. Granting this, I say that we must belong to Jesus and serve him 
not just as hired servants but as willing slaves who, moved by generous 
love, commit themselves to his service after the manner of slaves for the 
honour of belonging to him. Before we were baptised we were the slaves 
of the devil, but baptism made us the slaves of Jesus. Christians can only 
be slaves of the devil or slaves of Christ. 


Now, he will go on to say many things about Mary that will sound 
scandalous to Protestant ears and even the Catholic ears of those who need 
to receive more education about Catholic Mariology and how it all fits 
together in the overall picture. But note how the saint qualifies, in order to 
make the distinction between Mary and Christ clear: 


74. What I say in an absolute sense of our Lord, I say in a relative sense 
of our Blessed Lady.... 

75. Following therefore the teaching of the saints and of many great 
men we can call ourselves, and become, the loving slaves of our Blessed 


Lady in order to become more perfect slaves of Jesus. Mary is the means 
our Lord chose to come to us and she is also the means we should 
choose to go to him, ... Mary’s strongest inclination is to unite us to 
Jesus, her Son, and her Son's strongest wish is that we come to him 
through his Blessed Mother.... 


The mediatorship of Mary is a vastly misunderstood doctrine of the 
Church. It horrifies many Catholics, as well as virtually all Protestants who 
hear about it. But if it is understood against the biblical backdrop of things 
like Paul’s own mediatorship (see chapters 18 amd 19) it is not at all the 
terrible and allegedly grossly “unbiblical” thing it is too often made out to 
be. 

One common problem with many people who object to the Catholic 
Marian doctrines (that is, the “Catholic Mary”), is that they are unfamiliar 
even with the basic outlines of historic Marian theology (going back to the 
early Church and the Bible itself). Yet they will jump right into St. Louis or 
St. Alphonsus de Liguori: books that present a very advanced, nuanced 
Mariology. Of course that won't be understood at first, because the person 
has not learned about the underlying premises upon which they are based. 

But as we have seen above, and in my similar treatment of St. 
Alphonsus in the next chapter, the neglect of context itself is one of the big 
methodological problems at hand. 


One citation from the book that is particularly objectionable to 
Protestants is the following, where St. Louis was dicussing Mary’s 
secondary mediatorial role: 


83. It is more perfect because it supposes greater humility to approach 
God through a mediator rather than directly by ourselves. Our human 
nature, as I have just shown, is so spoilt that if we rely on our own work, 
effort and preparedness to reach God and please him, it is certain that 
our good works will be tainted and carry little weight with him. They 
will not induce him to unite himself to us or answer our prayers. 


In the context before and after, St. Louis is concerned with the most 
effective, highest level of approach to Jesus that a Christian can have, and 
he believes that is through Mary, our Lord’s mother. There are deeper and 
deeper levels of Catholic spirituality. He is writing about the highest level, 


but recognizes that most Christians will never understand this, let alone 
practice it, by stating in the preceding section: 


82. Thirdly, we must choose among all the devotions to the Blessed 
Virgin the one which will lead us more surely to this dying to self. This 
devotion will be the best and the most sanctifying for us. For we must 
not believe that all that glitters is gold, all that is sweet is honey, or all 
that is easy to do and is done by the majority of people is the most 
sanctifying. Just as in nature there are secrets enabling us to do certain 
natural things quickly, easily and at little cost, so in the spiritual life 
there are secrets which enable us to perform works rapidly, smoothly 
and with facility. Such works are, for example, emptying ourselves of 
self-love, filling ourselves with God, and attaining perfection. 

The devotion that I propose to explain is one of these secrets of grace, 
for it is unknown to most Christians. Only a few devout people know of 
it and it is practised and appreciated by fewer still. 


Note the qualifiers: it is not “either/or” (as if no one can pray to Jesus, as 
the author did himself, not much earlier in the book), but “good, better, 
and best,’ spiritually speaking. Thus, he uses comparative language: “the 
best and the most sanctifying,’ “so in the spiritual life there are secrets,’ 
“one of these secrets of grace,’ etc. Right after the offending section, he 


wrote: 


God had his reasons for giving us mediators with him. He saw our 
unworthiness and helplessness and had pity on us. To give us access to 
his mercies he provided us with powerful advocates, so that to neglect 
these mediators and to approach his infinite holiness directly and 
without help from any one of them, is to be lacking in humility and 
respect towards God who is so great and holy. It would mean that we 
have less esteem for the King of kings than for an earthly king or ruler, 
for we would not dare approach an earthly king without a friend to 


speak for us. 
In the next section, he goes back to the Christocentric emphasis: 


84. Our Lord is our Advocate and our Mediator of redemption with 
God the Father. It is through him that we must pray with the whole 


Church, triumphant and militant. It is through him that we have access 
to God the Father. We should never appear before God, our Father, 
unless we are supported by the merits of his Son, and, so to speak, 
clothed in them, as young Jacob was clothed in the skin of the young 
goats when he appeared before his father Isaac to receive his blessing. 


He goes on to teach about having a mediator in order to reach Christ as 
well, who is our advocate with the Father. Is this some heretical or 
unbiblical thing? It is not at all. In fact, prayer itself is such a mediation. 
We routinely go to others and ask them to pray for us. We tend to go to 
people whom we regard as particularly spiritual or righteous people, to do 
so (and Protestants do the same). 


The elders of the church serve as intermediaries. Prayer is an 
intermediary force, and a means of forgiveness. We confess to one another 
and pray for one another and that leads to healing. The righteous man 
prayed and it was more powerful than others’ prayers: he could even stop 
the rain for over three years, and start it up again. People help others, 
bringing back sinners, and it is said that they “will save his soul from death 
and will cover a multitude of sins” (James 5:20). 

That’s all mediation. If a righteous person has more effective prayer, it 
makes eminent sense to go to the most righteous creature who ever lived, 
the Immaculate Mary. She still exists; she is more alive than ever, and is 
aware of earthly events, just as Hebrews 12:1 talks about the “cloud of 
witnesses” observing us from heaven, and just as we see the souls under the 
altar in heaven praying (Revelation 6:9-10), and “the four living creatures 
and the twenty-four elders” (Revelation 5:8) and angels (Revelation 8:3- 
4) offering to God “the prayers of the saints.’ It’s all perfectly, explicitly 
biblical. 

One could go on searching for “Jesus” or “Christ” in the work and find 
many more statements of proper priorities and emphasis. To cite just one 
more: 


120. As all perfection consists in our being conformed, united and 
consecrated to Jesus it naturally follows that the most perfect of all 
devotions is that which conforms, unites, and consecrates us most 
completely to Jesus. Now of all God’s creatures Mary is the most 


conformed to Jesus. It therefore follows that, of all devotions, devotion 
to her makes for the most effective consecration and conformity to him. 
The more one is consecrated to Mary, the more one is consecrated to 
Jesus. 


If there is anything St. Louis is not doing, he is not setting Mary against 
Jesus, let alone above Him. The end of all his Marian devotion is “being 
conformed, united and consecrated to Jesus’—something no Protestant 
could ever object to. Protestants may not like the means, but the ends are 
beyond all dispute. 


Moreover, it is clearly a principle that we help each other in the Body of 
Christ, not just through prayer but through other works of penance. If we 
observe the Apostle Paul in this regard, we see this quite clearly: 


2 Corinthians 1:5-—7 For as we share abundantly in Christ’s sufferings, 
so through Christ we share abundantly in comfort too. If we are 
afflicted, it is for your comfort and salvation; and if we are comforted, it 
is for your comfort, which you experience when you patiently endure 
the same sufferings that we suffer. Our hope for you is unshaken; for we 
know that as you share in our sufferings, you will also share in our 
comfort. 


Galatians 6:17 Henceforth let no man trouble me; for I bear on my 
body the marks of Jesus. 


Colossians 1:24 Now I rejoice in my sufferings for your sake, and in my 
flesh I complete what is lacking in Christ’s afflictions for the sake of his 
body, that is, the church, 


2 Timothy 4:6 For I am already on the point of being sacrificed; the 
time of my departure has come. (cf. Philippians 2:17; 3:10) 


Therefore, if Paul’s sufferings help the spiritual life of other Christians, 
even unto salvation (2 Corinthians 1:5-7) certainly the intercessory 
prayer and love of the Blessed Virgin Mary, who never sinned, and who 
bore our Lord and Savior and raised Him as a child, have powerful effects 
as well. 


If Paul’s penances and his own use as a channel of grace and salvation 
are legitimate (see chapter 18), so are Mary’s prayers and mediatory work, 
by the same token. If hers are invalid; so are Paul's. It’s all scriptural, and it 
seems to me that all of these things are perfectly consistent with each 
other. 


Chapter Sixteen 


Does St. Alphonsus de Liguori, in The Glories of 
Mary, Teach That Mary is “Above” God and Can 
“Manipulate” Him? 


A Protestant wrote to me once, claiming that the Catholic Church 
teaches that the Blessed Virgin Mary is “abvove God” and can “manipulate 
God? Moreover, it was stated that these “facts” are derived from the book, 
The Glories of Mary, by St. Alphonsus de Liguori (1696-1787). He 
intended to write a book, exposing this and many other Catholic traditions 
he was opposed to: beliefs that he thought served “Satan” and grieved God. 

I don't know if he ever wrote the book. I hope not, because his reasoning 
(to be critiqued here) left very much to be desired (and bearing false 
witness violates one of the Ten Commandments). He is not alone. Many 
critics of the Catholic Church reason as he does, and draw quite erroneous 
conclusions from already false premises. Hence it is useful to examine such 
critiques and show how they are unsuccessful in their aim. The book in 
question provides an excellent test case. 

Most Protestants are taught very little about the Blessed Virgin Mary 
other than the fact that she rocked baby Jesus’ cradle on the first 
Christmas and thus helped to make Silent Night (written by an Austrian 
Catholic priest) the lovely, moving song that it is. Thus, for them to 
understand the highest theological and spiritual level of Catholic 
Mariology is not likely to happen, when even lots of Catholics don’t 
understand these things. They require much thought and study. 

One has to progress in any form of knowledge little by little. The 
amount of misinformation, disinformation, and incorrect understandings 
amongst Protestants on these issues (especially among the anti-Catholic 
fringe) can never, in my experience, be underestimated, or overlooked. 


The perspective of hostility and mistrust and derision seen in so many 
critiques of Catholic Mariology is bound to produce even more bias and 
distortion of Catholic views, because the one making the observations is 
incapable of the objective analysis required to examine any opposing belief, 
let alone perhaps the most complex and wildly misunderstood subject in 
Catholic theology. 

Before we delve into particular objections to statements in The Glories of 
Mary, some significant preliminary observations are necessary. I shall 
argue that—beyond the question of attempting a critique of advanced 
Catholic theology before understanding the basics—critics are almost 
inovariably not even properly interpreting the words of St. Alphonsus in 
context. 

This is a very common mistake in popular apologetics and polemics, but 
especially when the Catholic Church is involved, and particularly when 
Mariology is the subject in dispute. Here, context is supremely important, 
lest Marian theological and devotional language (inevitably difficult for 
Protestants to “hear”) be misunderstood. 

What Baptist theologian Bernard Ramm wrote about biblical 
interpretation and the supreme importance of context can easily be 
applied to the task of interpreting any literature: 


The third context is the particular book in which the passage occurs ... 
The fourth context of any passage is the materials immediately before it, 
and immediately after it. The material before the passage is the radar 
which guides the approaching, and the following material is the radar of 
the leaving ... the framework in which the passage is to be understood. 
For example, to understand the heart of the middle and last part of 
Romans 3 ... we must understand the kind of case Paul builds in the 
preceding materials about man’s sin and guilt, and what he says in 
Chapters 4 and 5 about man’s faith and justification. 


(Protestant Biblical Interpretation, Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book 
House, 3rd revised edition, 1970, 139-140) 


Renowned evangelical New Testament scholar D. A. Carson refers to 
the practice of: 


so selective a use of evidence that other evidence has been 
illegitimately excluded ... As a general rule, the more complex and/or 
emotional the issue, the greater the tendency to select only part of the 
evidence, prematurely construct a grid, and so filter the rest of the 
evidence through the grid that it is robbed of any substance. 


Carson also critiques “unwarranted associative jumps”: 


.. when a word or phrase triggers off an associated idea, concept, or 
experience that bears no close relation to the text at hand, yet is used to 
interpret the text. This error is shockingly easy to commit in textual 
preaching, overlooking the old adage that a text without a context 
becomes a pretext for a prooftext. 


Moreover, in touching upon the necessity of understanding the Hebrew 
culture which produced the Bible, Carson shows (if I may apply an analogy 
to our present subject) how it is possible for an evangelical Protestant, who 
has (from the Catholic perspective) been taught little or nothing about 
Mary or Mariology, to easily misinterpret Catholic statements on the 
topic, due to unfamiliarity with the idiom and background thought and 
“Catholic culture” that lies behind such utterances at the presuppositional 
level (just as Hebrew cultural factors are often poorly understood): 


The fallacy in this case lies in thinking that one’s own experience and 
interpretation of reality are the proper framework for interpreting the 
biblical text, whereas in fact there may be such deep differences once we 
probe beyond the superficial level that we find quite different categories 
are being used ... Unless we recognize the “distance” that separates us 
from the text being studied, we will overlook differences of outlook, 
vocabulary, interest; and quite unwittingly we will read our mental 
baggage into the text without pausing to ask if that is appropriate ... real 
knowledge is close to impossible if we fail to recognize our own 
assumptions, questions, interests, and biases; but if we recognize them 
and, in dialogue with the text, seek to make allowances for them, we will 
better be able to avoid confusing our own world-views with those of the 
biblical writers. 


(Exegetical Fallacies, Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1984, 
98-99, 117, 105-107) 


In the present instance, critics of Catholic Mariology make so many 
(erroneous) hostile assumptions from the outset (it is radically unbiblical, 
it is idolatrous, it is blasphemous, it places Mary above God, etc.) that it is 
next to impossible for them to even read the passages fairly and in context, 
in order to accurately ascertain their intended meaning, whether or not 
they agree with the Catholic theology presupposed and explicated by the 
writer. 

I submit that almost all of the critics who utilize this book for polemical 
purposes are misinterpreting St. Alphonsus’ statements about the Blessed 
Virgin Mary; that they fail to understand what they mean in the first place: 
the necessary prerequisite for an intelligent, compelling critique of the 
statements and the theology. 

This is what is called (in logic) “constructing a straw man.’ In other 
words, the target is ultimately not what the Catholic Church actually 
teaches, but mistaken notions of what it teaches. 

In order to properly understand the overall framework of the thoughts 
and ideas and doctrines expressed in this book, we must examine what St. 
Alphonsus has to say about the relationship of Mary to God the Father 
and God the Son, Jesus, since this is the most impassioned and recurring 
charge: that she supposedly usurps and overthrows God's prerogatives and 
unique position of supreme honor and glory, in Catholic theology, and 
attains some sort of divine or quasi-divine or semi-divine status (one that, 
indeed, would be blasphemous and grossly heretical). 

Nothing could be further from the truth, and this is all expressed in the 
book itself. Often, however, the most vociferous critics do not even take 
the trouble to read the book they are critiquing. 

All excerpts in what follows are taken from The Glories of Mary, by St. 
Alphonsus de Liguori—a Doctor of the Catholic Church—, edited by Rev. 
Eugene Grimm, Two Volumes in One, Fourth Reprint Revised, Brooklyn: 
Redemptorist Fathers, 1931; all emphases are added unless otherwise 
noted. 

Now, to begin, let’s see what St. Alphonsus writes at the very beginning 
of his book. He dedicates it “To Jesus and Mary”: 


My most loving Redeemer and Lord Jesus Christ, I, Thy miserable servant 
... L know not, however, to whom I could better recommend it than to 
Thee, who hast her glory so much at heart. To Thee, therefore, do I 
dedicate and commend it ... this Immaculate Virgin in whom Thou hast 
placed the hope and whom Thou hast made the refuge of all the 
redeemed ... 

And now I turn to thee, O my most sweet Lady and Mother Mary. 
Thou well knowest that, after Jesus, I have placed my entire hope of 
salvation in thee; for I acknowledge that everything good—my 
conversion, my vocation to renounce the world and all the other graces 
that I have received from God—all were given me through thy means. (p. 
23) 


I understand that Protestants reject the Mediatorship of God’s grace 
through Mary, and I know why they do (having once been a fervent 
evangelical Protestant myself). I deal with that elsewhere (at the greatest 
length in my book, More Biblical Evidence for Catholicism, pp. 148-181). 
Presently, I merely wish to point out that—whatever one thinks of that 
belief—it does not entail a usurpation of God's unique glory and divinity 
and a raising of Mary to that exalted position of majesty. Accurate 
definitions in these discussions are absolutely crucial. 

Mary is what she is only due to a sheer act of God’s grace and election 
(“in whom Thou hast placed the hope”). This does not make Mary God; it 
makes her, rather, God’s chosen vessel (a vastly different notion). God can 
do whatsoever He pleases. 

One may disagree with the doctrine itself, but it is impossible to state 
that God could not possibly have ordained the distribution of His graces in 
this fashion. God can raise up stones to praise and serve Him if He so 
chooses (Matthew 3:9); He can use a donkey (Numbers 22:22-35) to 
rebuke a man. He can do anything, and His actions and “strategies” are 
often surprising and baffling to us. We should fully expect this: 


Isaiah 55:8—9 For my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your 
ways my ways, says the LORD. For as the heavens are higher than the 
earth, so are my ways higher than your ways, and my thoughts than 
your thoughts. 


Therefore, it is not a priori impossible for God to use Mary, the mother 
of our Lord Jesus, in such a fashion, as so many Protestants casually (but 
quite wrongly) assume. This does not overthrow God’s position as Lord 
and God. Mary is strictly “after Jesus.’ St. Alphonsus and Catholic theology 
see no necessary dichotomy between “graces that I have received from 
God” and chosen earthly vessels through which God chose to send that 
same grace. The grace originates from God, not Mary, just as Jesus came 
from God, but was born of a woman. This does not at all entail Mary being 
“above God’. 

St. Alphonsus goes on to make his presuppositions crystal clear in the 
next section, “To the Reader” (initially citing another writer, in 
agreement): 


And now, to say all in a few words: God, to glorify the Mother of the 
Redeemer, has so determined and disposed that of her great charity she 
should intercede on behalf of all those for whom his divine Son paid and 
offered the superabundant price of his precious blood in which alone is our 
salvation, life, and resurrection. 

On this doctrine, and on all that is in accordance with it, I ground my 
propositions ... the plenitude of all grace which is in Christ as the Head, 
from which it flows, as from its source; and in Mary, as in the neck 
through which it flows. (p. 26) 


The very analogies and language make it impossible for Mary to be 
“above God.’ God “determined” that she would intercede for those “blood- 
bought” by Jesus’ death on the cross, in Whose precious blood “alone is our 
salvation.’ The grace flows from the “Head, Jesus, through the neck, Mary. 
A neck is not a head. The Body of Christ has one divine Head, Jesus. A 
neck is under a head, and it isn’t the control center, so to speak. 

It is clearer than the sun at high noon on a clear day that Mary cannot 
be equal to God in this scenario. She is merely a creature and a vessel, 
albeit highly exalted and venerated and honored. Every prophet served the 
same function to a lesser degree. St. Paul played a profound role in 
salvation and Church history. That doesn’t make him God. Nor is Mary 
God. Catholics know this, but our critics oftentimes don’t “get” it. 

Of course she is fundamentally and qualitatively lesser than God, being a 
creature. A stream can’t rise above its source; likewise, a creature can 


never rise above its Creator. That was Satan’s fatal mistake in judgment. 
Informed, orthodox Catholics never make this grave mistake concerning 
the Blessed Virgin. But Protestants so often mistakenly think this is official 
Catholic teaching. St. Alphonsus makes the Catholic theological position 
vis-a-vis Mary abundantly clear in many explicit statements in his book: 


... it is one thing to say that God cannot, and another that he will not, 
grant graces without the intercession of Mary. We willingly admit that 
God is the source of every good, and the absolute master of all graces; and 
that Mary is only a pure creature, who receives whatever she obtains as a 
pure favor from God ... We most readily admit that Jesus Christ is the 
only Mediator of justice ... and that by his merits he obtains us all graces 
and salvation; but we say that Mary is the mediatress of grace; and that 
receiving all she obtains through Jesus Christ, and because she prays and 
asks for it in the name of Jesus Christ ... (pp. 156-157) 


... when these saints and authors tell us in such terms that all graces 
come to us through Mary, they do not simply mean to say that we 
“received Jesus Christ, the source of every good, through Mary,’ as the 
before-named writer pretends; but that they assure us that God, who 
gave us Jesus Christ, wills that all graces that have been, that are, and 
will be dispensed to men to the end of the world through the merits of 
Christ, should be dispensed by the hands and through the intercession of 
Mary ... [this is] necessary, ... not with an absolute necessity; for the 
mediation of Christ alone is absolutely necessary; but with a moral 
necessity ... (p. 162) 


... Jesus now in heaven sits at the right hand of the Father ... He has 
supreme dominion over all, and also over Mary ... (p. 179) 


“Be comforted, O unfortunate soul, who hast lost thy God,’ says St. 
Bernard; “thy Lord himself has provided thee with a mediator, and this 
is his Son Jesus, who can obtain for thee all that thou desirest. He has given 
thee Jesus for a mediator; and what is there that such a son cannot obtain 
from the Father?” 

... If your fear arises from having offended God, know that Jesus has 
fastened all your sins on the cross with his own lacerated hands, and 
having satisfied divine justice for them by his death, he has already 


effaced them from your souls ... “.. What do you fear, O ye of little 
faith?... But if by chance,’ adds the saint, “thou fearest to have recourse 
to Jesus Christ because the majesty of God in him overawes thee—for 
though he became man, he did not cease to be God—and thou desirest 
another advocate with this divine mediator, go to Mary, for she will 
intercede for thee with the Son, who will most certainly hear her; and 
then he will intercede with the Father, who can deny nothing to such a son’ 
(pp. 200-201) 


These many explicit statements teach us that God, not Mary, is the 
source of all salvation and grace, and that Mary is by no means, in no way, 
shape, or form, divine, but a mere creature, whom God uses in an 
extraordinary fashion. The truth of the matter is plain to see. 

Protetants may believe that the notion of Mary being a Mediatrix is 
thoroughly unbiblical, and in fact, untrue, but they can’t prove that the 
Catholic system teaches it in such a way that God is lowered and Mary 
raised to a goddess-like status. 

That simply is not true, and even in this very book that is “notorious” in 
anti-Catholic circles for the most allegedly “extreme” remarks about Mary, 
we find many statements such as the above. Mary is not given the place 
reserved for Christ alone. Hence, we see that context is supremely 
important for interpreting books and writings. I will show how this is the 
case by examining several passages from this book that critics use and 
abuse: 


And she is truly made a mediatress of peace between sinners and God 


sve (p. 82) 


St. John Chrysostom also says “that sinners receive pardon by the 
intercession of Mary alone.’ (p. 83) 


Mary is not who she is intrinsically, but because God chose to make her 
so. In context, the mediatorship of Mary is shown to be “the powerful help 
of the intercession of Mary” (p. 82); which is a far different thing from 
dying on the cross and atoning for our sins, as our Lord and Savior Jesus 
Christ did. But if the contextual reference to intercession is omitted, the 
false impression is left that Catholicism is trying to place Mary in Jesus’ 
unique position. 


In the very next sentence after the citation of St. John Chrysostom, St. 
Alphonsus states that “our Lord dispenses all grace.’ What a difference 
context makes. Three pages before this, St. Alphonsus makes it very clear 
Who forgives and who merely intercedes: 


“Either pity me,’ will I say with the devout St. Anselm, “O my Jesus, and 
forgive me, and do thou pity me, my Mother Mary, by interceding for 
me” ... my Jesus, forgive me; My Mother Mary, help me. (p. 79) 


Let’s continue our examination of “controversial” passages: 


Mary, then, in obtaining this grace for sinners by her intercession, thus 
restores them to life (p. 80) 


The entire paragraph reads as follows (italics in original): 


To understand why the holy Church makes us call Mary our life, we 
must know, that as the soul gives life to the body, so does divine grace 
give life to the soul; for a soul without grace has the name of being alive 
but is in truth dead, as it was said of one in the Apocalypse, Thou hast 
the name of being alive, and thou art dead. [Rev 3:1] Mary, then, in 
obtaining this grace for sinners by her intercession, thus restores them 
to life. 


Grace obtained through prayer and intercession is an altogether biblical 
concept. Hebrews 4:16 reads: 


Let us then with confidence draw near to the throne of grace, that we 
may receive mercy and find grace to help in time of need. 


Grace is even distributed (mediated?) by the “seven spirits” near God’s 
throne, so that they not only “obtained it,’ but dispensed it as well: 


Revelation 1:4... Grace to you and peace from him who is and who was 
and who is to come, and from the seven spirits who are before his throne. 


Nor are saints in heaven prevented from interceding and being 
concerned for those on earth. In Revelation 6:9-10, dead souls are praying 
for those on earth; what is known as an imprecatory prayer, as in, for 
example, Psalms 35, 59, 69, 79, 109, and 139. An angel makes a similar 


prayer in Zechariah 1:12. Jesus mentions a type of this prayer in Matthew 
26:53. Imprecatory prayers are intercessions on behalf of the righteous. 

It is acommon motif in Scripture that the righteous man’s prayers have 
great power. God described Job as “blameless and upright” and said that 
“there is none like him on the earth” (Job 1:8). After the ordeal that Job 
went through, God’s assessment did not change, and He called Job “my 
servant” who spoke of Him “what is right” (Job 42:7). His “comforters” 
were not in such a good spiritual state. So how did God deal with them, in 
His mercy? How were they to be restored?: by the prayers of the righteous 
Job, which had far more power than theirs: 


Job 42:8-9 ... go to my servant Job, and offer up for yourselves a burnt 
offering; and my servant Job shall pray for you, for I will accept his 
prayer not to deal with you according to your folly; for you have not 
spoken of me what is right ... and the LORD accepted Job’s prayer. 


It has always been thus. Abraham practically “bargained” with God to 
spare Sodom, suggesting that it be spared for the sake of 50, then 45, 40, 30, 
20, and 10 (Genesis 18:22—33). God would have spared it for ten, but of 
course, ten righteous people could not be found there. Moses not only 
prayed for, but atoned for his people (Exodus 32:30—32, Numbers 14:19- 
23, 16:46-48). One man, Phinehas, is said to have “turned back” God’s 
wrath from Israel, so that He did not “consume” them (Numbers 25:6—13). 
Mary, being exceptionally righteous, has this same power. 

Furthermore, the Bible explicitly states that Christians in general are 
God’s “helpers” or “fellow workers” (Greek, synergos): 


1 Corinthians 3:9 For we are God’s fellow workers ... 


2 Corinthians 6:1 Working together with him, then, we entreat you not 
to accept the grace of God in vain. (cf. Mark 16:20) 


Why then, is it unthinkable for Mary to be a “fellow worker” with Jesus 
(albeit in a much more extraordinary fashion)? No one claims that the 
above verses teach our equality with God, simply because we work with 
Him, and are His fellow workers. Likewise, the Blessed Virgin is in no wise 
equal to God in function when she is a vessel of His grace. 


He falls and is lost who has not recourse to Mary. (p. 94) 


This is not blasphemy, nor does it take anything away from Jesus; not in 
the slightest. It is simply a statement that has to be understood in light of 
many other qualifying and elaborating statements in the book. For 
example: 


Most certainly God will not condemn those sinners who have recourse 
to Mary, and for whom she prays, since he himself commended them to 


her as her children. (p. 76) 


.. in us she beholds that which has been purchased at the price of the 
death of Jesus Christ ... Mary well knows that her Son came into the world 


only to save us poor creatures ... therefore Mary loves and protects them 
all. (pp. 60-61) 


Thou, after God, must be my hope, my refuge, my love in this valley of 
tears. (pp. 55-56) 


St. Augustine declares that “as she then co-operated by her love in the 
birth of the faithful to the life of grace, she became the spiritual Mother 
of all who are members of the one Head, Christ Jesus.” (p. 49) 


Jesus our Redeemer, with an excess of mercy and love, came to restore 
this life by his own death on the cross ... by reconciling us with God he 
made himself the Father of souls in the law of grace ... (p. 47) 


Whoever places his confidence in a creature independently of God, he 
certainly is cursed by God; for God is the only source and dishenser of every 
good, and the creature without God is nothing, and can give nothing. But if 
our Lord has so disposed it, ... that all graces should pass through Mary 
as by a channel of mercy, we not only can but ought to assert that she, by 
whose means we receive the divine graces, is truly our hope. (p. 174) 


Protestants themselves speak of evangelists going out, attempting to 
“save sinners’ or “save souls.’ Everyone knows that this does not mean that 
they literally did all the saving. God did that; they were merely God’s 
messengers or ambassadors. This is the same sense in which Catholics 
speak, in sometimes flowery language, shocking to Protestant ears and 
presuppositions, of Mary “saving” someone. 


The Blessed Virgin Mary is certainly greater than Timothy (1 Timothy 
4:16), or Billy Graham. If it can be said that they “saved” people, in this 
sense, then it can be said of Mary as well. It is simply a matter of 
understanding how Catholic Marian language is used, and what is meant 


by it. 


The Holy Church carefully teaches us her children with what attention 
and confidence we should unceasingly have resourse to this loving 


protectress; and for this purpose commands a worship peculiar to 
Mary. (p. 130) 


“Worship” in English, and especially Olde English, can have several 
meanings, including veneration. My dictionary gives as the second 
definition: “extreme devotion or intense love or admiration of any kind’ 
The dictionary also noted that in England, magistrates and others of high 
rank are addressed as “your worship, similar to the American legal address 
of judges, “your honor.’ 

It is well known (by those who trouble themselves to read Catholic 
catechisms or apologetic works at all) that Catholic Marian veneration is 
of an entirely different order from divine worship, or adoration. St. 
Alphonsus makes this quite cleart in many statements: 


.. not as if Mary was more powerful than her Son to save us, for we 
know that Jesus Christ is our only Saviour, and that he alone by his merits 
has obtained and obtains salvation for us ... (p. 137) 


The Eternal Word came from heaven on earth to seek for lost sheep, 
and to save them he became thy Son. And when one of them goes to 
thee to find Jesus, wilt thou despise it? The price of my salvation is 
already paid; my Saviour has already shed his blood, which suffices to save 
an infinity of worlds. This blood has only to be applied even to such a one 
as Iam. And that is thy office, O Blessed Virgin. (pp. 140-141) 


No one denies that Jesus Christ is our only mediator of justice, and that 
he by his merits has obtained our reconciliation with God ... St. Bernard 
says, “Let us not imagine that we obscure the glory of the Son by the 
great praise we lavish on the mother; for the more she is honored, the 


greater is the glory of her Son’ (p. 153) 


St. Bonaventure says that Mary is called “the gate of heaven, because no 
one can enter that blessed kingdom without passing through her. (p. 
160). 


As always, a statement must be understood within its overall context 
and the presuppositions that St. Alphonsus laid out in the beginning of his 
book. Right before this statement, and right after it appears the following: 


St. Bonaventure: “As the moon, which stands between the sun and the 
earth, transmits to this latter whatever it receives from the former, so 
does Mary pour out upon us who are in this world the heavenly graces 
that she receives from the divine sun of justice” ... it is our Lord, as in the 
head, from which the vital spirits (that is, divine help to obtain eternal 
salvation) flow into us, who are the members of the mystical body ... 


(pp. 159-160) 


Far from Catholics placing Mary above God; we believe that this was 
God’s own chosen method; it was His will. God can do whatever He wants 
to do. He could have chosen to make all the light which reaches the earth 
from the sun bounce off the moon and come to us as moonlight. Likewise, 
He can choose to distribute His grace through Mary, as the creaturely 
moon that merely reflects His Divine sun. 

St. Jerome stated in his Epistle 109: “we show veneration to the servants 
so that it might radiate back from them to the Lord?’ When we praise a 
painting of Rembrandt or a sculpture of Michelangelo, we are really 
praising Rembrandt and Michelangelo. The relationship of God to His 
creatures is not a zero-sum game. Some extraordinary creatures among us 
can properly be honored and venerated (and used by God) precisely 
because they reflect God’s image within them to a great degree. That is 
ultimately no credit to them, but to God, without Whose graces they 
would be absolutely nothing and damned to hell for eternity. 

Again, one can agree or disagree with the theological belief of Mary 
Mediatrix, but the accusations go far beyond that, as if Catholics make 
Mary a goddess, above even Almighty God. This is sheer nonsense. Thus, 
St. Alphonsus writes: 


God has enriched thee with so great power ... from all eternity God had 
determined by another decree that nothing that she asked should ever be 


refused to the divine Mother. (pp. 183-184) 


This involves no inherent impossibility at all, within the framework of 


biblical thought: 


1 John 5:14—15 And this is the confidence which we have in him, that is 
we ask anything according to his will he hears us. And if we know that 
he hears us in whatever we ask, we know that we have obtained the 
requests made of him. 


Catholics believe Mary is without sin (on other biblical grounds). When 
she prays, it is in accordance with God’s will, so God grants her request, 
just as St. John says He will. It’s quite elementary, and an eminently biblical 
concept. 


He who is protected by Mary will be saved; he who is not will be lost. (p. 
170) 


This is a statement of fact or God’s chosen methodology, not of inherent 
necessity, which would indeed make Mary a sort of goddess. If the many 
statements already cited from St. Alphonsus do not suffice to explain this 
outlook, then I will produce some more: 


The angelical Doctor St. Thomas [Aquinas] says [Summa Theologica 2. 2. 
q. 25, a.1, ad. 3], that we can place our hope in a person in two ways: as a 
principal cause, and as a mediate one. Those who hope for a favor from 
a king, hope it from him as lord; they hope for it from his minister or 
favorite as an intercessor. If the favor is granted, it comes primarily from 
the king, but it comes through the instrumentality of his favorite; and in 
this case he who seeks the favor is right in calling the intercessor his 
hope. The King of Heaven, being infinite goodness, desires in the highest 
degree to enrich us with his graces; but because confidence is requisite 
on our part, and in order to increase it in us, he has given us his own 
Mother to be our mother and advocate, and to her he has given all power 
to help us; and therefore he wills that we should repose our hope of 
salvation and of every blessing in her. Those who put their hopes in 
creatures alone, independently of God, as sinners do, and in order to 
obtain the friendship and favor of a man, fear not to outrage his divine 


Majesty, are most certainly cursed by God, as the prophet Jeremias says. 
(pp. 109-110; cf. p. 220) 


... thy son Jesus Christ ... has willed that thou also shouldst interest 
thyself with him, in order to obtain divine mercies for us. He has 
decreed that thy prayers should aid our salvation, and has made them so 
efficacious that they obtain all that they ask. To thee therefore, who art 
the hope of the miserable, do I, a wretched sinner, turn my eyes. I trust, 
O Lady, that in the first place through the merits of Jesus Christ, and then 
through thy intercession, I shall be saved ... “Jesus is my only hope, and 
after Jesus the most Blessed Virgin Mary.’ (pp. 117-118) 


... St. Augustine says, “that Mary, having merited to give flesh to the 
divine Word, and thus supply the price of our redemption, that we 
might be delivered from an eternal death; therefore is she more 
powerful than all others to help us to gain eternal life’ ... St. 
Bonaventure, who, considering the great benefit conferred on us by our 
Lord in giving us Mary for our advocate, thus addresses her: “O truly 
immense and admirable goodness of our God, which has been pleased to 
grant thee, O sovereign Mother, to us miserable sinners for our advocate, in 
order that thou, by thy powerful intercession, mayest obtain all that 
thou pleasest for us.’ (pp. 188-189) 


Mary possesses a relative “omnipotence” granted by God's grace, rather 
than by nature: 


.. although Mary, now in heaven, can no longer command her Son, 
nevertheless her prayers are always the prayers of a Mother, and 
consequently most powerful to obtain whatever she asks ... “For thy 
protection is omnipotent, O Mary,’ says Cosmas of Jerusalem ... 
Richard of St. Laurence; ... “.. a mother is made omnipotent by an 
omnipotent son.’ ... Since the Mother, then, should have the same power 
as the Son, rightly has Jesus, who is omnipotent, made Mary also 
omnipotent; though, of course, it is always true that where the Son is 
omnipotent by nature, the Mother is only so by grace ... Mary, then, is 
called omnipotent in the sense in which it can be understood of a creature 
who is incapable of a divine attribute. She is omnipotent, because by her 
prayers she obtains whatever she wills. (pp. 180-182) 


Nor is the notion of creatures being granted a measure, great or small, 
of God's “power” foreign to the biblical outlook: 


Romans 15:13 ... by the power of the Holy Spirit you may abound in 
hope. 


1 Corinthians 2:5 that your faith might not rest in the wisdom of men 
but in the power of God. 


1 Corinthians 5:4 ... my spirit is present, with the power of our Lord 
Jesus. 


1 Corinthians 12:9 ... that the power of Christ may rest upon me. 
1 Corinthians 13:4... we shall live with him by the power of God. 


Ephesians 3:20 Now to him who by the power at work within us is able 
to do far more abundantly than all that we ask or think, 


Ephesians 6:10 Finally, be strong in the Lord and in the strength of his 
might. (cf. Ps 68:35) 


1 Peter 1:5 who by God’s power are guarded through faith for a 
salvation ready to be revealed in the last time. 


Revelation 2:26 He who conquers and who keeps my works until the 
end, I will give him power over the nations. 


Sena thou art, at the same time, our advocate and mediatress of peace 
between men and God, and who art, after thy Son, our only hope, and 
the secure refuge of the miserable ... Since then, O Mary, thy office is to 
be the peace-maker between God and men, let thy tender compassion, 
which far exceeds all my sins, move thee to succor me.’ (p. 197) 


Was Mary the only “peace-maker” among creatures? No; Moses was 
quite the peace-maker between the Hebrews and God, seeing that God 
had determined to destroy them for their wickedness (Exodus 32:7-10). 
Mose prayed fervently on behalf of his people (32:11-13); the result being 
that “the LORD repented of the evil which he thought to do to his people” 
(32:14). 


Of course, God didn’t really change His mind. That was merely a figure 
of speech, or what is called an anthropomorphism. (God appearing or 
revealing Himself as like men in some respect, so that men can understand 
Him). 

The point is that, once again, God willed that His creatures would play a 
role, in their free will, in salvation and redemptive history. This was one 
such notable instance. Shortly after this, Moses prayed for his people once 
again, and made atonement for their sin (Ex 32:30-32). The climax of this 
dramatic prayer is recorded in Exodus 32:32: 


But now, if thou wilt forgive their sin—and if not, blot me, I pray thee, 
out of thy book which thou hast written. 


This was an instance of Moses being a “mediatrix” or “peace-maker.’ 
Others occur in Numbers 14:19-23, 16:46—48, and 25:6—13. Even St. Paul 
speaks of being “poured out as a libation” (Philippians 2:17) and “being 
sacrificed” (2 Timothy 4:6) on behalf of other believers. This sort of 


mediation, penance, or intercession, is a very common theme in Scripture. 


Chapter Seventeen 


St. Maximilian Kolbe’s “Flowery” Marian 
Veneration Explained and Defended 


The Marian piety of St. Maximilian Kolbe (1894-1941) has also been 
criticized as supposedly placing Mary above Jesus. One shocked Protestant 
correspondent asked me why Fr. Kolbe desired to “praise and glorify Mary 
and die for her alone.’ 

Catholic devotional language involving Mary is often misunderstood, 
because it is usually read out of context, and in isolation from what the 
same person elsewhere expressed about God. One must understand that it 
is not to be—should never be—interpreted in exclusion of Jesus and God 
the Father. 


As so often in these discussions with critics of Catholic Mariology, a 
prayer or other writing is cited that was picked up from a second-hand 
source, often without any documentation, so that a person could check out 
the entire context. Passages in isolation often seem to imply a great many 
things that in fact they were not intended to imply, but out of context, we 
cannot fully understand them. Here, for example, is the saint’s Act of 
Consecration to Mary: 


Allow me to praise You, O most holy Virgin, with my personal 
commitment and sacrifice. 


Allow me to live, work, suffer, be consumed and die for You, just for 
You. 


Allow me to bring the whole world to you. 


Allow me to contribute to Your ever greater exaltation, to Your greatest 
possible exaltation. 


Allow me to give You such glory that no one else has ever given You up 
to now. 


Allow others to surpass me in zeal for Your exaltation, and me to 
surpass them, so that by means of such noble rivalry Your glory may 
increase ever more profoundly, ever more rapidly, ever more intensely 
as He Who has exalted You so indescribably above all other beings 
Himself desires. 


In You alone has God been adored beyond compare, more than in all 
His saints. 


For You God has created the world. For You God has also called me to 
existence. For what reason have I merited this fortune? 


Oh, allow me to praise You, O most holy Virgin! 


Now, of course, this is horrifying to Protestant ears because Protestants 
are quite unaccustomed to Catholic Marian devotional language, and thus 
tend to project the very worst notions onto it. It could hardly be otherwise, 
in a theological system that forbids the communion and veneration of 
saints altogether. In such a system, if an adherent sees language like this 


attributed to a creature, they will immediately assume that it is meant in 
an idolatrous fashion, in a way that is deliberately meant to exclude or 
denigrate God. 

But that is the false assumption. St. Maximilian Kolbe, in line with all 
orthodox Catholics, does not intend at all to usurp God’s unique role and 
replace it with Mary. We see that in the mentions of God in this very 
prayer (“He Who has exalted You,’ “In You alone has God been adored 
beyond compare, more than in all His saints”). 

In Catholic thought, the saint is not placed in opposition to God, but 
rather, is seen as an “exhibit” or “product” of the glory and grace of God, 
through whom God is to be adored. 

I understand that the language of prayers like the one above will be 
thought by most Protestants to be extreme and excessive. There isn’t much 
anyone can do about that, because it is fully to be expected, due to the 
different premises with which Catholics and Protestants approach the 
topic of Mary. But what we can do is examine the larger context and also 
show what St. Maximilian Kolbe says about God elsewhere in his writings, 
just as he mentions God here, and gives the key perspective of how his 
words are to be properly interpreted. 

My Protestant friend had cited the last part only, of St. Maximilian’s 
Prayer to the Immaculate. Here is a longer excerpt: 


Who are you, my Queen? Who are you, Immaculate? I cannot 
understand what it means to be a creature of God. 


Immaculate ... I turn to you in a humble prayer: Grant me the gift to 
praise you, Blessed Virgin ... Help me understand and express what 


God prepared in you and through you. 


Immaculate, Queen of heaven and earth, I know I am unworthy to 
approach you, to fall on my knees in front of you, but since I love you so 
much, let me ask you, you who are so good, to tell me who you are, 
because I have the desire to know you more and more, without limits, 
and to love you with increasing fervor. 


Grant me the gift to praise you, Blessed Virgin. 


Let me glorify you by my sacrifice. 


May I live, work, suffer, be consumed and die for you and you alone! 
(Quoted in the Revue du Rosaire, February 1973) 


But because the entire first part wasn’t cited in the excerpt, one would 
miss the mention of God: “Help me understand and express what God 
prepared in you and through you.’ 

This places the emphasis squarely on God, as the source of Mary’s 
holiness, so that it is not an idolatrous statement (which means, by 
definition, putting something in place of God, or above God). The 
statement above is not unlike (in theme or concept) several in the Bible: 


Acts 14:26 and from there they sailed to Antioch, where they had been 
commended to the grace of God for the work which they had fulfilled. 


Acts 20:24 But I do not account my life of any value nor as precious to 
myself, if only I may accomplish my course and the ministry which I 
received from the Lord Jesus, to testify to the gospel of the grace of God. 


1 Corinthians 1:4 I give thanks to God always for you because of the 
grace of God which was given you in Christ Jesus, 


1 Corinthians 3:10 According to the grace of God given to me, like a 
skilled master builder I laid a foundation, and another man is building 
upon it. Let each man take care how he builds upon it. 


1 Corinthians 15:10 But by the grace of God I am what I am, and his 
grace toward me was not in vain. On the contrary, I worked harder than 
any of them, though it was not I, but the grace of God which is with me. 


2 Corinthians 1:12 For our boast is this, the testimony of our conscience 
that we have behaved in the world, and still more toward you, with 
holiness and godly sincerity, not by earthly wisdom but by the grace of 
God. 


2 Corinthians 6:1 Working together with him, then, we entreat you not 
to accept the grace of God in vain. 


Ephesians 2:10 For we are his workmanship, created in Christ Jesus for 
good works, which God prepared beforehand, that we should walk in 
them. 


That describes Mary: who was hailed by an angel and described as “full 
of grace” (Luke 1:28). 

A survey of St. Maximilian Kolbe’s Mariology shows how it is not 
opposed to God and His proper place as the exalted Creator, alone to be 
adored, at all. For example, his Novena in Homor of the Immaculate 
Conception contains the following portions about God (I haven't indicated 
all text breaks with ellipses; these are lengthy excerpts): 


Intercede for us with our Lord Jesus Christ. 


Because you bore his Son, pray to the Father for us. Through the 
spotless conception of the Virgin, 0 God, you made ready a dwelling 
place worthy of your Son. In anticipation of your Son’s death you 
preserved her from every stain. Please purify us by her intercession, so 
that we might find our way to you. We ask this through Christ our Lord. 


Day 1: The Immaculata’s Relationship to the Trinity 


Reading: From all eternity the Father begets the Son, and the Holy Spirit 
proceeds from the Father and Son. This life of the most Holy Trinity is 
re-echoed in numberless and various ways by the creatures that issue 
from God’s hands.... Every act of love in God comes forth from the 
Father through the Son and the Holy Spirit. God creates, maintains in 
existence, gives life and growth in the natural as well as in the 
supernatural order. In his love God supports in existence all his 
innumerable limited created resemblances; and the love-reaction that is 
provoked in the creature can return to the Father only through the 
Holy Spirit and the Son ... Among creatures, the summit of this love 
that goes back to God is the Immaculata, the one being totally with-out 
any stain of sin, all beautiful, all divine. At no time did her will ever 
deviate from God’s will. With all its strength, her will was always at one 
with his. In her there came about the marvelous union of God with 
creation (Kolbe’s “Sketches for a Book,’ 1940). 


Meditation: Cultivating a personal relationship with each member of 
the Holy Trinity is an obligation for every individual. May the 
Immaculata’s love-response to each of the Three Divine Persons serve as 
a model and stimulus for each of us. 


Day 2: The Immaculata as Spouse of the Holy Spirit 


Reading: United to the Holy Spirit as his Spouse, the Immaculata is one 
with God in an incomparably more perfect way than can be predicated 
of any other creature. What sort of union is this? It is above all an 
interior union, a union of her essence with the “essence” of the Holy 
Spirit. The Holy Spirit dwells in her, lives in her. This was true from the 
first instant of her existence. It was always true; it will always be true. In 
what does this life of the Spirit in Mary consist? He himself is uncreated 
Love in her; the Love of the Father and of the Son, the Love by which 
God loves himself, the very love of the most Holy Trinity. He is a 
fruitful love, a “Conception.” Among creatures made in God's image the 
union brought about by married love is the most intimate of all (cf. Mt 
19:6). In a much more precise, more interior, more essential manner, 
the Holy Spirit lives in the soul of the Immaculata, in the depths of her 
very being. He makes her fruitful, from the very first instant of her 
existence, all during her life, and for all eternity (“Sketches for a book,’ 
17 February 1941). 


Meditation: To grow in daily awareness of the Holy Spirit’s presence 
within us is a constant challenge that God gives to each and all of us. 
May the Immaculata’s perfect life in the Holy Spirit cause a sharpening 
of our own attentiveness to his presence at the core of our inner selves. 


Day 3: The Immaculata’s Place in God’s Plan of Creation and Salvation 


Reading: The Immaculata appears in this world, without the least stain 
of sin, the masterpiece of God’s hands, full of grace. God, the most Holy 
Trinity, beholds the lowliness (i.e., the humility, the root of all her other 
virtues) of his handmaid, and “does great things” for her (cf. Lk 1:49). 
God the Father gives her his own Son to be her Son; God the Son 
descends into her womb; and God the Holy Spirit forms the body of 
Christ in the womb of this most pure virgin. “And the Word was made 
flesh” (Jn 1:14). The Immaculata becomes the Mother of God. The fruit 
of the love of God in his Trinitarian life and of Mary the Immaculata, is 
Christ, the God-man. Hence forth all the other sons of God must be 
modeled after this first Son of God, the God-man, the infinite One. 
They must reproduce his traits; by imitating Christ souls reach sanctity. 


... This is the union brought about by the spousal love of the soul for 
Christ, through its resemblance to him, and by God’s action. But if 
anyone does not wish to have Mary Immaculate for his Mother, he will 
not have Christ for his Brother.... Since the firstborn Son, the God-man 
was conceived only with the specific consent of the most Blessed Virgin, 
the same must hold true for all men, who must be conformed to their 
first model in all things (“Sketches for a book,’ 1940). 


Meditation: From all eternity, God has designed a unique plan for each 
one of us, no two being identical. His ultimate aim is that we all be fully 
united to the Lord. May the Immaculata, from her unique position in 
God’s plan, foster our growing conformity to Christ. 


The Immaculate Virgin, of course, was created by God; she is a 
creature; she is a conception; still, she is the Immaculate Conception! 


Day 5: The Immaculata’s Dignity as a Human Person 


Reading: The Mother of God is a creature. It follows that all she is, she 
has from God. But she is God’s most perfect creature. For this reason, 
the homage paid to her is, by the very nature of the case, paid to God 
him-self. If we admire a statue, we honor the artist who created this 
masterpiece. If we honor Mary most holy we honor God. The more we 
pay homage to the divine perfections found in Mary, the more perfect is 
our homage to God; this is perfectly in order, since God created her in 
the highest state of perfection (Conference, 9 April 1938). 


Meditation: The greatness of every work of art is directly proportionate 
to the mastery of the artist who forms it. Accordingly, the dignity of 
every human person derives from God who has created each of us in his 
image. May the Immaculata teach us always to mirror, as she did, the 
dignity and perfection of our God. 


Day 7: The Immaculata’s Discipleship 


Reading: The Immaculata is God’s instrument. With full consciousness 
and total willingness she allows God to govern her; she consents to his 
will, desires only what he desires, and acts according to his will in the 
most perfect manner, without failing, without ever turning aside from 


his will. She makes perfect use of the powers and privileges God has 
given her, so as to fulfill al-ways and in everything whatever God wants 
of her, purely for love of God, One and Three. This love of God reaches 
such a peak that it bears the divine fruits proper to God’s own love. Her 
love for God brings her to such a level of union with him that she 
becomes the Mother of God. The Father confides to her his Son; the 
Son descends into her womb; and the Holy Spirit fashions out of her 
perfectly pure body the very body of Jesus (“Sketches for a book,’ 1940). 


Meditation: The only way to guarantee that we are on the “right track” in 
our everyday activities is to listen to God’s Word and live it out. That's 
discipleship! May the Immaculata’s discipleship of total conformity to 
God’s Word inspire us to be similar instruments of his will. 


She is, then, God’s creature, God's image, God’s child, and in all these 
respects she is all this in the most perfect manner possible among the 
ranks of mere creatures (“Sketches for a book,’ 1940). Intelligent 
creatures love God in a conscious manner; through this love they unite 
themselves more and more closely with him, and so find their way back 
to him. The creature most completely filled with this love, filled with 
God himself, was the Immaculata. 


Teach, lead and guide me to Jesus. 


The overwhelming emphasis on God is clear. Here is a Novena to the 
Holy Spirit by St. Maximilian: 


O my God, my only happiness—how can I come to know you more 
perfectly? I see your creatures and I am enchanted; I give thanks and I 
love you, but these do not suffice for me, as you know so well; but I do 
not see or hear you. I desire to become like you according to your will, 
but how? You are most pure Spirit, and I am flesh. Make known to me 
how I, a person of flesh, must perfect myself and become like you, most 
Holy Spirit, to be raised to the divine life. 


I don't expect that the arguments above and fuller documentation could 
immediately make a Protestant comfortable with some of the most explicit 
expressions of Catholic Marian devotion. But I do think it is quite 
sufficient to dispel any notion that Mary is being idolatrously placed in 


God’s position and that God is neglected. To the contrary, I see God being 
praised, honored, and exalted as much, if not much more so, than any 
Protestant praises I have ever encountered or read about. 

But Catholics do not cease all veneration of saints, because we have a 
fuller, more biblical theology, and understand that God is praised through 
His creatures, just as when a painting is praised, it is really the painter who 
receives the praise. 

In fact, it is little known that the Bible repeatedly states that God’s 
creatures would even share in His glory: 


Psalm 149:4—5, 9 For the LORD takes pleasure in his people; he adorns 
the humble with victory. [5] Let the faithful exult in glory; let them sing 
for joy on their couches.... [9] ... This is glory for all his faithful ones. 
Praise the LORD! 


Isaiah 60:1-2 Arise, shine; for your light has come, and the glory of the 
LORD has risen upon you. [2] For behold, darkness shall cover the 
earth, and thick darkness the peoples; but the LORD will arise upon 
you, and his glory will be seen upon you. 


Daniel 5:18 O king, the Most High God gave Nebuchadnezzar your 
father kingship and greatness and glory and majesty; 


Mark 10:37 And they said to him, “Grant us to sit, one at your right 
hand and one at your left, in your glory.’ 


John 5:44 How can you believe, who receive glory from one another and 
do not seek the glory that comes from the only God? 


John 17:22 The glory which thou hast given me I have given to them, 
that they may be one even as we are one, 


Romans 2:6—7, 9-10 For he will render to every man according to his 
works: [7] to those who by patience in well-doing seek for glory and 
honor and immortality, he will give eternal life; ... [9] There will be 
tribulation and distress for every human being who does evil, the Jew 
first and also the Greek, [10] but glory and honor and peace for every 
one who does good, the Jew first and also the Greek. 


Romans 5:2 Through him we have obtained access to this grace in which 
we stand, and we rejoice in our hope of sharing the glory of God. 


Romans 9:22—23 What if God, desiring to show his wrath and to make 
known his power, has endured with much patience the vessels of wrath 
made for destruction, [23] in order to make known the riches of his 


glory for the vessels of mercy, which he has prepared beforehand for 
glory, 
2 Corinthians 3:18 And we all, with unveiled face, beholding the glory 


of the Lord, are being changed into his likeness from one degree of glory 
to another; for this comes from the Lord who is the Spirit. 


1 Thessalonians 2:12 to lead a life worthy of God, who calls you into his 
own kingdom and glory. 


2 Thessalonians 2:14 To this he called you through our gospel, so that 
you may obtain the glory of our Lord Jesus Christ. 


1 Peter 4:14 If you are reproached for the name of Christ, you are 
blessed, because the spirit of glory and of God rests upon you. 


1 Peter 5:1 So I exhort the elders among you, as a fellow elder and a 
witness of the sufferings of Christ as well as a partaker in the glory that 
is to be revealed. (cf. 5:4) 


2 Peter 1:3 His divine power has granted to us all things that pertain to 
life and godliness, through the knowledge of him who called us to his 


own glory and excellence, 


“Glorifying Mary, then, as seen in Catholic Marian piety and 
devotional literature, must be understood in the framework of this 
backdrop of Scripture. It is not separate from or “other than” or “besides” 
God (which would be idolatry); it is precisely because of Him, and His work 
from beginning to end. 

If every Christian believer partakes of God’s glory (Jn 17:22; Rom 2:10; 
2 Cor 3:18; 1 Thess 2:12; 1 Pet 4:14), what is wrong in noting that the 
Blessed Virgin Mary has an extraordinary amount of this same glory (and 
grace), and extolling that as a supreme example of what God’s grace makes 
possible in His creatures? 


Chapter Eighteen 


Biblical Evidence for God Using Creatures to 
Distribute His Grace and Salvation 


This biblical notion includes also the concept of helping to save 
ourselves (in a non-Pelagian manner; it is not “salvation by works”: James 
2:21, 25), and working along with God as “co-laborers” A surprising 
number of passages are devoted to this theme, and it ties into the Catholic 
belief that the Blessed Virgin Mary is an extraordinary “conduit” or vessel 
of grace from God to men, by God's choice. 

The Bible is opposed to the Reformed Protestant (Calvinist) doctrine of 
monergism. The Bible teaches a “grace alone synergism”: where God is 
primary and the source of all grace and salvation; yet not without the free 
cooperation of man (itself fully enabled only by God’s grace). 


Acts 2:40 And he testified with many other words and exhorted them, 
saying, “Save yourselves from this crooked generation.’ 


Acts 11:14 he will declare to you a message by which you will be saved, you 
and all your household. 


Romans 11:13-14 ... I magnify my ministry in order to make my fellow 
Jews jealous, and thus save some of them. 


Romans 15:18 For I will not venture to speak of anything except what 
Christ has wrought through me to win obedience from the Gentiles, by word 
and deed, 


1 Corinthians 1:21 For since, in the wisdom of God, the world did not 
know God through wisdom, it pleased God through the folly of what we 
preach to save those who believe. 


1 Corinthians 3:9 For we are God’s fellow workers; you are God’s field, 
God’s building. 


1 Corinthians 7:16 Wife, how do you know whether you will save your 
husband? Husband, how do you know whether you will save your wife? 


1 Corinthians 9:22 To the weak I became weak, that I might win the 
weak. I have become all things to all men, that I might by all means save 
some. 


1 Corinthians 15:10 But by the grace of God I am what I am, and his 
grace toward me was not in vain. On the contrary, I worked harder than 
any of them, though it was not I, but the grace of God which is with me. 


1 Corinthians 15:58 Therefore, my beloved brethren, be steadfast, 
immovable, always abounding in the work of the Lord, knowing that in the 
Lord your labor is not in vain. 


2 Corinthians 1:6 If we are afflicted, it is for your comfort and salvation; 
and if we are comforted, it is for your comfort, which you experience 
when you patiently endure the same sufferings that we suffer. 


2 Corinthians 4:15 For it [i-e., his many sufferings: 4:8-12, 17] is all for 
your sake, so that as grace extends to more and more people it may increase 


thanksgiving, to the glory of God. 


2 Corinthians 6:1 Working together with him, then, we entreat you not to 
accept the grace of God in vain. (cf. Mk 16:20) 


Ephesians 2:10 For we are his workmanship, created in Christ Jesus for 
good works, which God prepared beforehand, that we should walk in 
them. 


Ephesians 3:2 assuming that you have heard of the stewardship of God’s 
grace that was given to me for you,. 


Ephesians 4:29 Let no evil talk come out of your mouths, but only such 
as is good for edifying, as fits the occasion, that it may impart grace to 
those who hear. 


Philippians 1:7 It is right for me to feel thus about you all, because I 
hold you in my heart, for you are all partakers with me of grace, both in 
my imprisonment and in the defense and confirmation of the gospel. 


Philippians 2:12-13 ... work out your own salvation with fear and 
trembling; [13] for God is at work in you, both to will and to work for his 
good pleasure. 


1 Timothy 2:15 Yet woman will be saved through bearing children, if she 
continues in faith and love and holiness, with modesty. 


1 Timothy 4:16 Take heed to yourself and to your teaching; hold to 
that, for by so doing you will save both yourself and your hearers. 


2 Timothy 2:10 Therefore I endure everything for the sake of the elect, that 
they also may obtain salvation in Christ Jesus with its eternal glory. 


2 Timothy 3:15 ... the sacred writings which are able to instruct you for 
salvation through faith in Christ Jesus. [we do the work of reading 
Scripture and this in turn can save us, so we help save ourselves by 
reading it] 


Hebrews 13:17 Obey your leaders and submit to them; for they are 
keeping watch over your souls, as men who will have to give account. Let 
them do this joyfully, and not sadly, for that would be of no advantage to 
you. 


James 5:15 and the prayer of faith will save the sick man, and the Lord will 
raise him up; and if he has committed sins, he will be forgiven. 


James 5:19-20 My brethren, if any one among you wanders from the 
truth and some one brings him back, [20] let him know that whoever 
brings back a sinner from the error of his way will save his soul from death 
and will cover a multitude of sins. 


James 5:20 let him know that whoever brings back a sinner from the 
error of his way will save his soul from death and will cover a multitude of 
sins. 


1 Peter 3:1 Likewise you wives, be submissive to your husbands, so that 
some, though they do not obey the word, may be won without a word by 


the behavior of their wives 


1 Peter 4:10 As each has received a gift, employ it for one another, as good 
stewards of God’s varied grace: 


Revelation 1:4—5 John to the seven churches that are in Asia: Grace to 
you and peace from him who is and who was and who is to come, and 
from the seven spirits who are before his throne, and from Jesus Christ ... 


Chapter Nineteen 


Biblical Evidence for Creatures Extending the 
Comfort, Peace, and Strength of God: 
Implications for Mariology 


Some Protestants argue that Catholic terminology and _ notions 
regarding petitions or pleas directed towards Mary are unbiblical (and 
indeed idolatrous), since we invoke her aid and comfort and strength and 
claim to receive peace by the same means, and (so they claim) such things 
are only properly referred to as coming from God alone. 

Thus, a Catholic who said that Mary gave him strength might have a 
verse such as the following given to him as a rebuttal (as if it is being 
violated by so believing): 


Psalm 46:1 God is our refuge and strength, a very present help in 


trouble. 


Or if he said Mary provided spiritual comfort, he might very well be 
directed to the following verse, as a corrective: 


Isaiah 49:13 ... For the LORD has comforted his people, and will have 
compassion on his afflicted. 


If Mary is said to have granted peace to a troubled soul, the Catholic (or 
anyone who believes such about Mary and the saints) would be rebuked 
and “instructed” (with all the very best intentions, I freely grant) with a 
biblical verse such as: 


John 14:27 Peace I leave with you; my peace I give to you; not as the 
world gives do I give to you. Let not your hearts be troubled, neither let 
them be afraid. 


It is implied (with a fallacious, unbiblical “either/or” reasoning) that 
only God can be a strength (etc.), and that this somehow precludes human 
beings participating in the strengthening of other human beings in time of 
need. The Bible doesn't teach that. For example, we see the following: 


Deuteronomy 3:28 But charge Joshua, and encourage and strengthen 
him; for he shall go over at the head of this people, and he shall put 
them in possession of the land which you shall see. [God speaking to 
Moses] 


1 Samuel 23:16 And Jonathan, Saul’s son, rose, and went to David at 
Horesh, and strengthened his hand in God. (cf. 2 Chron 11:16-17) 


Ecclesiastes 7:19 Wisdom gives strength to the wise man more than ten 
rulers that are in a city. 


Daniel 11:1 And as for me [Daniel], in the first year of Darius the 
Mede, I stood up to confirm and strengthen him. 


Luke 22:32 but I have prayed for you [Peter] that your faith may not 


fail; and when you have turned again, strengthen your brethren. 


Acts 14:22 [Paul and Barnabas] strengthening the souls of the disciples, 
exhorting them to continue in the faith, and saying that through many 
tribulations we must enter the kingdom of God. 


Acts 15:32 And Judas and Silas, who were themselves prophets, 
exhorted the brethren with many words and strengthened them. 


Acts 15:41 And he [Paul] went through Syria and Cilicia, strengthening 
the churches. 


Acts 16:4—5 As they [Paul and Timothy] went on their way through the 
cities, they delivered to them for observance the decisions which had 
been reached by the apostles and elders who were at Jerusalem. [5] So 
the churches were strengthened in the faith, and they increased in 
numbers daily. 


Acts 18:23 After spending some time there he [Paul] departed and 
went from place to place through the region of Galatia and Phryg’ia, 
strengthening all the disciples. 


Romans 1:11 For I [Paul] long to see you, that I may impart to you some 
spiritual gift to strengthen you, 


St. Paul in turn gives God the ultimate credit as the original source of all 
such strength, channeled through himself and other spiritual leaders 
(“both / and” reasoning again: Rom 16:15; Eph 3:16; 6:10; Phil 4:13; Col 
1:11; 2 Thess 3:3; 1 Tim 1:12; 2 Tim 2:1; 4:17). St. Peter does the same (1 
Pet 4:11; 5:10). 

At least one passage even illustrates how God uses things in His 
creation to strengthen man: 


Psalm 104:13-15 From thy lofty abode thou waterest the mountains; 
the earth is satisfied with the fruit of thy work. [14] Thou dost cause the 
grass to grow for the cattle, and plants for man to cultivate, that he may 
bring forth food from the earth, [15] and wine to gladden the heart of 
man, oil to make his face shine, and bread to strengthen man’s heart. 


Note how “heart” is used here instead of body. This refers to the spirit, 
not merely physical energy from nutrition. Other similar biblical concepts 
concerning aid from others (not solely God to the exclusion of men) 
abound: 


Encouragement (Deut 1:38; 2 Chron 35:2; Acts 18:27; 20:2; 27:36; Rom 
1:12; 1 Cor 14:3, 31; Eph 6:22; Col 2:2; 4:8; 1 Thess 2:11; 5:11, 14). 


Exhortation (Lk 3:18; Acts 2:40; 11:23; 14:22; 15:31-32; 16:40; 20:1; 
Rom 12:8; 1 Thess 2:11; 3:2; 4:1, 10; 5:14; 2 Thess 3:12; 1 Tim 5:1; 2 
Tim 4:2; Titus 2:15; Heb 3:13; 13:22; 1 Pet 5:1, 12) 


Help (Gen 2:18, 20; Is 41:6 [cf. 10, 13-14]; Acts 16:9; 18:27; 20:35; Rom 
16:2; 1 Cor 12:28; 2 Cor 1:11; 1 Thess 5:14). 


Comfort (of the spiritual sort) is also referred to as coming from fellow 
human beings: not just from God: 


1 Chronicles 7:22 And E’phraim their father mourned many days, and 
his brothers came to comfort him. 


Job 42:11 Then came to him all his brothers and sisters and all who had 
known him before, and ate bread with him in his house; and they 


showed him sympathy and comforted him for all the evil that the LORD 
had brought upon him; and each of them gave him a piece of money and 


a ring of gold. 


2 Corinthians 1:4, 6-7 who comforts us in all our affliction, so that we 
may be able to comfort those who are in any affliction, with the comfort 
with which we ourselves are comforted by God.... [6] If we are afflicted, 
it is for your comfort and salvation; and if we are comforted, it is for your 
comfort, which you experience when you patiently endure the same 
sufferings that we suffer. [7] Our hope for you is unshaken; for we know 
that as you share in our sufferings, you will also share in our comfort. 


2 Corinthians 2:7 so you should rather turn to forgive and comfort him, 
or he may be overwhelmed by excessive sorrow. 


2 Corinthians 7:7 and not only by his coming but also by the comfort 
with which he was comforted in you, as he told us of your longing, your 
mourning, your zeal for me, so that I rejoiced still more. (cf. 7:4, 6, 13) 


Colossians 4:11 and Jesus who is called Justus. These are the only men of 
the circumcision among my fellow workers for the kingdom of God, and 
they have been a comfort to me. 


1 Thessalonians 3:7 for this reason, brethren, in all our distress and 
affliction we have been comforted about you through your faith; 


1 Thessalonians 4:18 Therefore comfort one another with these words. 


Philemon 1:7 For I have derived much joy and comfort from your love, 
my brother, because the hearts of the saints have been refreshed 


through you. 


God even compares His comfort with human (and animal) maternal 
comfort and care: 


Isaiah 66:13 As one whom his mother comforts, so I will comfort you; 
you shall be comforted in Jerusalem. 


Matthew 23:37 O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, killing the prophets and 


stoning those who are sent to you! How often would I have gathered 


your children together as a hen gathers her brood under her wings, and 
you would not! 


Lastly, human beings extend to each other God’s peace—as well as grace 
and mercy (God is not the only One who does this, though He is the 
ultimate origin and cause of it): 


Judges 18:6 And the priest said to them, “Go in peace. The journey on 
which you go is under the eye of the LORD’ 


1 Samuel 1:17 Then Eli answered, “Go in peace, and the God of Israel 
grant your petition which you have made to him?’ 


1 Samuel 25:6 And thus you shall salute him: “Peace be to you, and peace 
be to your house, and peace be to all that you have” (cf. 25:35) 


Matthew 5:9 Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called sons of 
God. 


Matthew 10:13 And if the house is worthy, let your peace come upon it; 
but if it is not worthy, let your peace return to you. 


Luke 10:5-6 Whatever house you enter, first say, “Peace be to this house!” 
[6] And if a son of peace is there, your peace shall rest upon him; but if 
not, it shall return to you. 


Acts 16:36 And the jailer reported the words to Paul, saying, “The 
magistrates have sent to let you go; now therefore come out and go in 
peace. 


Romans 1:7 To all God’s beloved in Rome, who are called to be saints: 
Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ. 


1 Corinthians 1:3 Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the 
Lord Jesus Christ. 


2 Corinthians 1:2 Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the 
Lord Jesus Christ. 


Galatians 1:3 Grace to you and peace from God the Father and our Lord 
Jesus Christ, 


Galatians 6:16 Peace and mercy be upon all who walk by this rule, upon 
the Israel of God. 


Ephesians 1:2 Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord 
Jesus Christ. 


Ephesians 6:23 Peace be to the brethren, and love with faith, from God 
the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ. 


Philippians 1:2 Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the 
Lord Jesus Christ. 


Colossians 1:2 To the saints and faithful brethren in Christ at Colos’sae: 
Grace to you and peace from God our Father. 


1 Thessalonians 1:1 Paul, Silva’nus, and Timothy, To the church of the 
Thessalo’nians in God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ: Grace to 
you and peace. 


2 Thessalonians 1:2 Grace to you and peace from God the Father and the 
Lord Jesus Christ. 


2 Thessalonians 3:16 Now may the Lord of peace himself give you peace 
at all times in all ways. The Lord be with you all. 


1 Timothy 1:2 To Timothy, my true child in the faith: Grace, mercy, and 
peace from God the Father and Christ Jesus our Lord. 


2 Timothy 1:2 To Timothy, my beloved child: Grace, mercy, and peace 
from God the Father and Christ Jesus our Lord. 


Titus 1:4 To Titus, my true child in a common faith: Grace and peace 
from God the Father and Christ Jesus our Savior. 


Philemon 1:3 Grace to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord 
Jesus Christ. 


1 Peter 1:2 ... May grace and peace be multiplied to you. 
1 Peter 5:14... Peace to all of you that are in Christ. 


2 Peter 1:2 May grace and peace be multiplied to you in the knowledge of 
God and of Jesus our Lord. 


3 John 1:15 Peace be to you... 
Jude 1:2 May mercy, peace, and love be multiplied to you. 


Now, Mary and other saints are still very much alive; they are not 
unconscious or nonexistent. Jesus rebuked the Sadducees, who denied the 
resurrection and afterlife: 


Matthew 22:29-32 But Jesus answered them, “You are wrong, because 
you know neither the scriptures nor the power of God. [30] For in the 
resurrection they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are like 
angels in heaven. [31] And as for the resurrection of the dead, have you 
not read what was said to you by God, [32] ‘I am the God of Abraham, 
and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob’? He is not God of the dead, 
but of the living?’ 


Mark 12:26—27 “And as for the dead being raised, have you not read in 
the book of Moses, in the passage about the bush, how God said to him, 
‘Tam the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob’? 
[27] He is not God of the dead, but of the living; you are quite wrong” 


Luke 20:34—38 And Jesus said to them, “The sons of this age marry and 
are given in marriage; [35] but those who are accounted worthy to 
attain to that age and to the resurrection from the dead neither marry 
nor are given in marriage, [36] for they cannot die any more, because 
they are equal to angels and are sons of God, being sons of the 
resurrection. [37] But that the dead are raised, even Moses showed, in 
the passage about the bush, where he calls the Lord the God of 
Abraham and the God of Isaac and the God of Jacob. [38] Now he is 
not God of the dead, but of the living; for all live to him?’ 


If one denies this, serious problems with biblical revelation arise (not at 
all tied only to distinctively Catholic theology, but to all trinitarian 
Christian theology). Therefore, Mary and other departed saints can 
extend to us these blessings and graces, such as peace, comfort, 
encouragement, help, exhortation, and strength, just as believers extend 
these things to each other on earth. 

Death does not end participation in the Body of Christ. To the contrary, 
it magnifies it and makes it more powerful. And Mary, as the Mother of 


God the Son, has more power than any other creature to pray and comfort 
those of us on earth who ask for her aid. This is according to explicit 
biblical principles as well: 


James 5:13-18 Is any one among you suffering? Let him pray. Is any 
cheerful? Let him sing praise. [14] Is any among you sick? Let him call 
for the elders of the church, and let them pray over him, anointing him 
with oil in the name of the Lord; [15] and the prayer of faith will save 
the sick man, and the Lord will raise him up; and if he has committed 
sins, he will be forgiven. [16] Therefore confess your sins to one another, 
and pray for one another, that you may be healed. The prayer of a 
righteous man has great power in its effects. [17] Elijah was a man of 
like nature with ourselves and he prayed fervently that it might not 
rain, and for three years and six months it did not rain on the earth. 
[18] Then he prayed again and the heaven gave rain, and the earth 
brought forth its fruit. 


It is precisely because Mary is Jesus’ mother (and given extraordinary 

graces for that purpose) that her intercession is so powerful: more so than 
any other creature's. 
Catholics do not believe (as we are often falsely accused) that Mary is the 
source of salvation; only that she is a vessel of God's grace and salvation, 
which is nothing more than what Paul says about himself and indeed about 
all believers (see, e.g., 2 Cor 4:8-15; Eph 3:2; 4:29; Phil 1:7, 19; cf. 1 Pet 
4:10; longer list in chapter 18). 

Every time we pray for someone else we are a vessel of grace. Protestants 
too often confuse intercession and Mary’s maternal role as mother of 
believers (hence Jesus called Mary John’s mother from the cross), with 
some supposed identification of Mary in Catholicism as the source and 
origin of salvation. Only God is that: and this is what we teach. 

No one (i.e, who correctly understands orthodox Catholicism) is 
worshiping Mary. Seeking comfort from her is completely different from 
worship. All of Mary’s power to help us is directly derived from God: solely 
by His grace. Properly understood, such aid from Mary is never intended 
in Catholic theology to usurp or compete with God's grace and power: she 
is merely His vessel or channel. 


Chapter Twenty 


Mary as Part of the Holy Trinity?: Case Study of 
a Botched, Out-of-Context “Quotation” from 
Pope Pius XII 


In the course of my work in apologetics, I was directed towards a 
dubious statement on the Internet about the Blessed Virgin Mary, 
purportedly made by Venerable Pope Pius XII. I tracked it down to a 
documented source in writing: 


If there should still be any doubt that Mary is exalted as high as Christ, 
read the words of Pope Pius XII at the time of the coronation of Mary’s 
statue at Fatima: “Mary is indeed worthy to receive honor and might 
and glory. She is exalted to hypostatic union with the Blessed Trinity... 
Her kingdom is as great as her Son’s and God’s.... Mary’s kingdom is 
identical with the kingdom of God’ 


But Pope Pius spoke those words in 1946. 


[footnoted documentation: “The Council and Mary,’ Philip Edgcumbe 
Hughes, Christianity Today, 8 December 1967 issue] 


(Erwin W. Lutzer, The Doctrines That Divide: A Fresh Look at the Historic 
Doctrines That Separate Christians [Grand Rapids, Michigan, Kregel 
Publications, second edition, 1998], pp. 59-60; this portion can be 
accessed online via Google Reader) 


The citation as presented above is all the more ludicrous because it uses 
a technical theological phraseology that betrays a profound ignorance of 
historic theology (the theology of God), and Christology. “Hypostatic 
Union’ applies only to the Son Jesus, and has to do with His being both God 
and Man. It’s not used in reference to the Holy Trinity as a whole. Hence, 
The Catholic Encyclopedia (“Hypostatic Union’) states: 


A theological term used with reference to the Incarnation to express 
the revealed truth that in Christ one person subsists in two natures, the 
Divine and the human. 


Thus, the phrase, “hypostatic union with the Blessed Trinity” is a 
nonsensical one. It is inconceivable that a pope could have been so 
uninformed as to make a statement like this. The Hypostatic Union is a 
thing upon which Catholics, Protestant, and Orthodox alike are agreed. It 
is not even a Catholic distinctive. 

I ran down the original source of this material in a hardcover book I 
have in my own library: a reference volume called Papal Teachings: Our 
Lady, selected and arranged by the Benedictine Monks of Solesmes, 
translated by The Daughters of St. Paul (Boston, 1961). It’s a useful 
systematic compendium of papal utterances on the topic of the Blessed 
Virgin Mary. 

The address in question was a radio message by Pope Pius XII, given on 
13 May 1946, “on the occasion of the coronation of the statue of Our Lady 
of Fatima’; also known as Bendito seia (AAS 38.266). It appears in its 
entirety on pages 264-270 under the broader title of “Mary’s Universal 
Queenship.’ 

What was done in this instance is similar to how works of Marian piety 
like those of St. Alphonsus de Liguori and St. Louis de Montfort (as I have 
written about in prior chapters). 

Important qualifications are neglected, where it is proven that 
Catholics don’t make Mary into a “goddess. The patchwork version that is 
circulating is not a completely made-up quote, but a badly botched and 
selectively presented raggedy collection of out-of-context words, half- 
truths, exclusion of crucial explanatory qualifiers and sentences in the 
middle—complete with a prior profound ignorance of Catholic Marian 
theology and (ultimately) biblical theology itself. 

By twisting the actual words and manipulating them, the particular 
anti-Catholics who did this have tried to present a distorted view of what 
Catholics believe about Mary, that cannot withstand the light of scrutiny. 

It is made clear by Pope Pius XII over and over that he is distinguishing 
between Mary and God, in the way that any Christian of any stripe would. 

We have to try our best to at least accurately understand what is being 
expressed in this message, without distortion and nonsense brought on by 
utter lack of respect for another system of theology; hence, little or no 
concern for accuracy. 


I shall now cite the actual source from my own copy of the book, 
analyze how the citation was botched and butchered, and offer brief 
theological rationales for the thoughts. 

In the citation below, which is sufficiently complete for my purpose, 
words identical to those cited by Erwin W. Lutzer in his book will be 
bolded. Added words in the “quotation” that are not present in my version 
are bracketed and italicized. 

I contend that whoever decided to put this “quotation” together in this 
horrendously sloppy manner should have also (in honesty) included the 
immediate context. There are other problems as well: added words, 
changed words, and so forth. It’s atrocious in terms of rudimentary 
academic standards. 


Venerable Brethren and dearly beloved Sons, “Blessed be the God and 
father of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of mercies and the God of all 
comfort, who comforteth us in all tribulation” (2 Cor. 1:3-4] and with 
our Lord may she be blessed whom He constituted Mother of Mercy, 
Queen and our most loving Advocate, Mediatrix of His graces, 
Dispenser of His treasures! [pp. 264-265] 

.. the glorious Virgin, entering triumphantly into heaven, was 
elevated above the hierarchies of the blessed and the angelic choirs to 
the throne of the most Holy Trinity who, placing on her brow a triple 
diadem of glory, presented her to the heavenly court seated at the right 
hand of the immortal King of the ages and crowned “Queen of the 
Universe.’ 

And Paradise recognized that she [Mary] was [is] really [indeed] 
worthy of [to] receiving [receive] honor, [and might and] glory and rule, 
because she is full of grace, holier, more beautiful, more exalted, 
incomparably more so than the greatest saints and angels, taken 
individually or all together; because, as the first-born daughter of the 
Father, the perfect Mother of the Word, the beloved Spouse of the Holy 
Spirit, she is related in virtue of the [exalted to] Hypostatic Union to the 
whole Most Holy [with the Blessed] Trinity, to Him who in Himself 
alone is is by essence infinite Majesty, the King of kings, Lord of lords; 
because she was the Mother of the King divine, of Him to whom from 


His Mother’s womb the Lord God gave the throne of David and eternal 
kingship in the house of Jacob [Cf. Luke 1:32—33] and who, after 
asserting in His own right that all power was given to Him in heaven 
and on earth (Cf. Matt. 28:18], He, the Son of God, gave His heavenly 
Mother a share in His glory, His majesty, His kingship; because, 
associated as Mother and Minister to the King of martyrs in the 
ineffable work of Man’s Redemption, she is likewise associated with 
Him forever, with power so to speak infinite, in the distribution of the 
graces which flow from Redemption. 

Jesus is by nature and by conquest the King of the eternal ages; 
through Him, with Him, subordinated to Him, Mary is Queen by grace, 
by divine association, by conquest, by singular election. Her kingdom is 
as vast [great] as that of her divine Son[‘s] [and God’s] because nothing 
of His dominion is excluded. [pp. 267-268] 

In crowning the image of Our Lady, you made an act of faith in her 
Queenship, of loyal submission to her authority, of filial and continued 
correspondence with her love. You did something more: you enrolled 
yourselves as Crusaders for the conquest and the reclamation of her 
[Mary's] kingdom, which is [identical with] the kingdom of God; in 
other words you pledged yourselves to work so that she may be loved, 
venerated and served everywhere, in the family, in society, in the world. 


[pp. 269-270] 


There is a source for the entire speech available online, too. It occurs in 
the EWTN-sponsored post, “The True Story of Fatima,’ by Fr. John de 
Marchi, I. M. C. But it is unclear who translated it into English or where it 
was derived, so I shall cite just a few key phrases, in comparison to the 
above: 


And the King saw that she was truly worthy of such honour, glory and 
empire, ... This because she is mysteriously related in the order of the 
hypostatic union with the Blessed Trinity, with Him who is in essence 
the Infinite Majesty, King of Kings and Lord of Lords.... He alone 
proclaimed to have received all power in heaven and earth, He the Son 
of God, decrees for His Mother all the glory, power and majesty of His 
Kingdom. 


Because she is associated as Mother and Helper of the King of 
Martyrs in the ineffable work of human redemption, she is also, forever, 
most powerfully associated in the distribution of grace and divine 
redemption. Jesus is King of the eternal ages by nature and by conquest. 
By Him, with Him, and under Him, Mary is Queen by grace, by her 
divine relationship, by conquest and by singular election. And her 
kingdom is vast, vast as that of her divine Son, because from her 
dominion none is excluded. 


Lutzer has the phraseology: “She is exalted to hypostatic union with the 
Blessed Trinity.’ “Related in virtue of the Hypostatic Union” is changed to 
“exalted to hypostatic union’—quite a different notion, and one that 
influences the reader to conceptualize a supposedly deified Mary. Also, the 
following section of the actual citation makes it clear (especially in the 
words “in Himself alone”) that there is a complete divide between Mary 
and God. Mary is a creature. God is the Creator: 


.. she is related in virtue of the Hypostatic Union to the whole Most 
Holy Trinity, to Him who in Himself alone is is by essence infinite 
Majesty, the King of kings, Lord of lords... 


Lutzer reduces this long sentence to a mere clause (with an altogether 
different meaning) rather than a complete sentence. 

I shall now make brief commentary on Venerable Pope Pius XII’s words 
(indented and italicized throughout the following section), with the aid of 
plenty of Scripture, so as to more fully explain them to our non-Catholic 
brethren: 


Venerable Brethren and dearly beloved Sons, “Blessed be the God and father 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of mercies and the God of all comfort, 
who comforteth us in all tribulation” [2 Cor. 1:3-4] 


The beginning of the address is firmly grounded in the assumed truth of 
the singular nature of God, not Mary. By omitting this, and thoughts like it 
throughout, an entirely different impression is conveyed. It’s selective 
presentation. 


and with our Lord may she be blessed 


“With” our Lord is not the same as being equal to Him. 


whom He constituted Mother of Mercy, Queen and our most loving 
Advocate, 


Whom He ... God can decide to use His creatures in any way He so 
chooses. 


Mediatrix of His graces, Dispenser of His treasures! 


God can choose to use Mary to distribute His graces and to dispense His 
treasures (not hers). He used St. Paul (and potentially, any Christian) in 
exactly the same way, as I never tire pointing out (as already shown by 
plenty of Scripture in chapter 18). 

If St. Paul the great apostle and all Christians can spread God’s grace 
and salvation around, why can't Mary also do so, and why can't she 
(theoretically or actually) even be involved in every person’s salvation in 
this entirely secondary fashion, if that is God’s will and plan? How does 
that run contrary to the Bible? And how does that mean that she must 
somehow be equal to God? St. Paul isn’t God; we’re not God. These things 
are not unbiblical or incomprehensible at all, but rather, they stem from a 
previous bias and worldview that is unacquainted with historic Mariology. 


... the glorious Virgin, entering triumphantly into heaven, was elevated 
above the hierarchies of the blessed and the angelic choirs 


She should have been, since she was the Mother of our Lord Jesus; 
the Mother of God the Son, and lived a sinless life. 


to the throne of the most Holy Trinity who, 


This is not saying that she is on the throne, but was presented “to” or 
before God’s throne. The following context makes these essential 
differences clear. Moreover, the Bible teaches that (in some sense) about 
all Christians: 


Hebrews 4:16 Let us then with confidence draw near to the throne of 
grace, that we may receive mercy and find grace to help in time of need. 


Revelation 1:4 refers to “seven spirits who are before his throne’ 
Therefore, what is so controverrsial about Mary doing the same, in God's 


will? There are lots of people by God’s throne: 


Matthew 19:28 Jesus said to them, “Truly, I say to you, in the new 
world, when the Son of man shall sit on his glorious throne, you who 
have followed me will also sit on twelve thrones, judging the twelve 
tribes of Israel? 


Revelation 4:4 Round the throne were twenty-four thrones, and seated 
on the thrones were twenty-four elders, clad in white garments, with 
golden crowns upon their heads. (cf. 4:6) 


Jesus even says that others will sit with Him on His throne!: 


Revelation 3:21 He who conquers, I will grant him to sit with me on my 
throne, as I myself conquered and sat down with my Father on his 
throne. 


If the phrase above is distorted, to try to show that Catholics are raising 
Mary to the Godhead, there is all kinds of Scripture to reckon with that 
shows quite otherwise. 


placing on her brow a triple diadem of glory, 


This should pose no problem, since many Christians will receive crowns 
as a reward: 


James 1:12 Blessed is the man who endures trial, for when he has stood 
the test he will receive the crown of life which God has promised to 
those who love him. 


Was not watching her son Jesus’ crucifixion a huge “trial”? 


Revelation 2:10 ... Be faithful unto death, and I will give you the crown 
of life. 


Mary was faithful. She never lost faith, even at the darkest hour, while 
most of the disciples fled, and even Peter was denying Christ three times. 
She was at the cross. She visited the tomb on Easter Sunday. She was at the 
Ascension; she was in the Upper Room when the Holy Spirit descended. 
How much more faithful could any Christian be? 


Revelation 4:4 Round the throne were twenty-four thrones, and seated 
on the thrones were twenty-four elders, clad in white garments, with 
golden crowns upon their heads. 


presented her to the heavenly court seated at the right hand of the immortal 
King of the ages and crowned “Queen of the Universe.” 


Mary is specifically “directed” towards a court “at the right hand” of 
God, not even on the throne, as Jesus in Revelation 3:21 says many 
Christians will do. She is the Queen of the Universe because she was God's 
highest creature. 


And Paradise recognized that she was really worthy of receiving honor, 


Again, nothing here is contrary to the Bible at all: to believe that Mary 
was honored by God. There are dozens of scriptural passages commanding 
us to honor men and women who deserve honor (as we saw in chapter 13). 


glory and rule, 


Jesus gave His disciples “glory” so obviously there is no requirement that 
application of this word to a person requires them to “become God.’ We 
have already examined many examples of this in chapter 17. Are we to 
believe that Jesus could give the glory which God the Father gave to Him, 
to His disciples (John 17:22), but not possibly to His own mother? That 
makes no sense and is quite implausible. 


because she is full of grace, holier, more beautiful, more exalted, 
incomparably more so than the greatest saints and angels, taken individually 
or all together; because, as the first-born daughter of the Father, the perfect 
Mother of the Word, 


Relative to other creatures, Mary is preeminent, but that doesn’t make 
her God. She’s not even remotely close to being God. The Creator / 
creature divide (in Catholic as well as Protestant theology) is an 
unimaginably huge one. 


the beloved Spouse of the Holy Spirit, 


This aspect was already dealt with in chapter 7. 


she is related in virtue of the Hypostatic Union to the whole Most Holy 
Trinity, 


In other words, Mary is involved with; related to the Holy Trinity insofar 
as she was connected with the Incarnation: the birth of the Man Christ 
Jesus Who is also God. This is indisputable and has nothing to do with her 
being God. It is like saying, “I am related to creation in virtue of being 
created by the Creator. That is not a statement so much about human 
beings as it is about God. 

But taking these words and engaging in the wholesale distortion of 
changing them to “She is exalted to hypostatic union with the Blessed 
Trinity” completely changes the meaning and intent. And where does the 
“exalted” in the manufactured “quotation” come from? 


to Him who in Himself alone is is by essence infinite Majesty, the King of 
kings, Lord of lords; 


It is made crystal clear that there is an unbridgeable gap between Mary 
and God, Who “alone” has all these traits. 


because she was the Mother of the King divine, of Him to whom from His 
Mother’s womb the Lord God gave the throne of David and eternal kingship 
in the house of Jacob [Cf. Luke 1:32—33] and who, after asserting in His own 
right that all power was given to Him in heaven and on earth [Cf. Matt. 
28:18], He, the Son of God, gave His heavenly Mother a share in His glory, 


Again I’ve shown from Holy Scripture in chapter 17 how God shares 
His glory with all kinds of people. 


His majesty, 
God shares this, too, according to the Bible: 


Psalm 21:5 His glory is great through thy help; splendor and majesty 
thou dost bestow upon him. 


Daniel 4:36 At the same time my reason returned to me; and for the 
glory of my kingdom, my majesty and splendor returned to me. 
[Nebuchadnezzar] 


Nahum 2:2 (For the LORD is restoring the majesty of Jacob as the 
majesty of Israel, ... 


Since Mary is the Queen of heaven, it goes along with the office. 
His kingship; 


Daniel 5:18 O king, the Most High God gave Nebuchadnezzar your 
father kingship and greatness and glory and majesty; 


because, associated as Mother and Minister to the King of martyrs in the 
ineffable work of Man’s Redemption, 


Paul and many others are presented as being “mini-mdeiators” in 
Scripture, as previously shown. 


she is likewise associated with Him forever, 


The Bible also has a strong theme of our being co-workers with God (as 
I detailed in chapter 18). 


with power so to speak infinite, 


“So to speak” is the description, because it is not intrinsic or self- 
generated, but only insofar as it is directly connected with Christ’s power 
(2 Corinthians 12:9 literally asserts this), per similar examples in the Bible, 
that we have already seen in chapter 16. This divine power given to 
creatures is especially evident in Luke 24:49: “power from on high,’ Acts 
3:12: “as though by our own power ...;, Romans 15:19: “by the power of the 
Holy Spirit,’ Ephesians 1:19: “the immeasurable greatness of his power in 
us who believe, according to the working of his great might, and 
Colossians 1:11: “strengthened with all power, according to his glorious 
might.’ 


in the distribution of the graces which flow from Redemption. 


The grace comes from God, as explained previously; it only flows 
through Mary as a vessel, just as it did through Paul et al. 


Jesus is by nature and by conquest the King of the eternal ages; 


“By nature” means intrinsically and necessarily. That trait is not applied 
to Mary because Catholics (like Protestants) don’t believe it applies to her. 


through Him, with Him, subordinated to Him, 
Note the superiority of Christ over Mary: Creator to creature. 


Mary is Queen by grace, by divine association, by conquest, by singular 
election. 


God elects creatures. He doesn’t elect Himself. Thus, Mary is a 
creature, as has been reiterated a dozen times in this address. 


Her kingdom is as vast as that of her divine Son because nothing of His 
dominion is excluded. 


In other words, she is Queen over all of the kingdom that is Christ’s 
because He willed it so. That doesn’t mean that the Queen is somehow 
equal in rank to the King. God shares this aspect, too, with His creatures: 


Matthew 16:19 I will give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and 
whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you 
loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven. 


Matthew 21:43 Therefore I tell you, the kingdom of God will be taken 


away from you and given to a nation producing the fruits of it. 


Matthew 25:34 Then the King will say to those at his right hand, 
“Come, O blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you 
from the foundation of the world;” 


Mark 4:11 And he said to them, “To you has been given the secret of the 
kingdom of God, but for those outside everything is in parables” (cf. Lk 
8:10) 


Luke 6:20 And he lifted up his eyes on his disciples, and said: “Blessed 
are you poor, for yours is the kingdom of God.’ 


Luke 12:32 Fear not, little flock, for it is your Father’s good pleasure to 
give you the kingdom. 


Hebrews 12:28 Therefore let us be grateful for receiving a kingdom that 
cannot be shaken... 


James 2:5 Listen, my beloved brethren. Has not God chosen those who 
are poor in the world to be rich in faith and heirs of the kingdom which 
he has promised to those who love him? 


In crowning the image of Our Lady, you made an act of faith in her 
Queenship, of loyal submission to her authority, of filial and continued 
correspondence with her love. You did something more: you enrolled 
yourselves as Crusaders for the conquest and the reclamation of her kingdom, 
which is the kingdom of God; in other words you pledged yourselves to work 
so that she may be loved, venerated and served everywhere, in the family, in 
society, in the world. 


This is nothing more than we just saw above: Jesus said, for example of 
the poor: “yours is the kingdom of God” (Luke 6:20), etc. Likewise, Mary’s 
kingdom is Jesus’ kingdom, because there is only one kingdom of heaven. 

The anti-Catholic effort to “prove” that Catholics think Mary is God, by 
atrocious citation of words such as these, fails at every turn. In not a single 
instance can anything contrary to the Bible be shown. But the Catholic can 
back up the language with direct biblical analogies in virtually every case. 

Erwin W. Lutzer cited in a footnote the article, “Ihe Council and 
Mary,’ by Philip Edgcumbe Hughes (Christianity Today, 8 December 1967 
issue). The article in question (I have a photocopy of it, courtesy of a 
librarian friend) runs from pages 7-10 or [223-226] in brackets (different 
page numbering systems in the magazine). The writer in question is not the 
Catholic historian Philip Hughes, but rather, an anti-Catholic Anglican 
Calvinist clergyman, who taught in seminaries, including Westminster 
Theological Seminary, and wrote a book called The Theology of the English 
Reformers. (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1965; 
reprinted in 1999). He died in 1990. 

The tenor of the article immediately starts out in an anti-Catholic 
fashion, in a way that would scarcely if ever be seen in the irenic, 
ecumenical Christianity Today (I used to subscribe to it in the early 80s) in 
the last 25-30 or so years: 


At no point in Romanism is the conflict between tradition and 
Scripture more evident than in the cult of Mary. One can confidently 
predict that the more Scripture is studied, the more the foundations of 
the Marian cult will be shaken. So far, however, official 
pronouncements have shown no indications of any desire to curb this 
cult. On the contrary, modern popes have been the foremost in 
promoting it. 


He then goes on to list a number of Marian pronouncements, from 
1854 to 1954, mentioning the words under consideration near the end of 
that section; still on page 7. Lutzer quoted Hughes’ words, in turn “citing” 
Pope Pius XII from 1946, directly, word-for-word: 


Mary is indeed worthy to receive honor and might and glory. She is 
exalted to hypostatic union with the Blessed Trinity.... Her kingdom is 
as great as her Son’s and God’s.... Mary’s kingdom is identical with the 
kingdom of God. 


The event and year was listed correctly as “1946 ... by Pope Pius XII, at 
the time of the coronation of Mary’s statue at Fatima:” Hughes gives no 
further source information, as to where he obtained his quotation. This is 
especially important since it is itself a translation of what was originally a 
Portugese talk, as shown by its title, Bendito seia (AAS 38.266). 

Like Lutzer, Hughes comes to the same ridiculous conclusion, stated 
(on page 7, right after the “citation” from Pope Pius XII) with 
melodramatic flourish, for the greatest effect: 


To the ear attuned to the teaching of the New Testament such 
affirmations are blasphemous, both because they derogate from the 
glory and merit that are due to Christ alone as our unique Redeemer 
and Mediator and because they exalt to a position of equality with the 
eternal Creator one who, though blessed, was no more than a creature. 
This mother— goddess cult—which, as has often been pointed out, has 
its roots in paganism rather than in apostolic Christianity, and which in 
effect gives to Mary the Holy Spirit’s place in the Trinity—is disruptive 
of the very heart of the Gospel of the grace of God in and through 


Christ alone. 


It might help if the words were cited correctly in the first place, if these 
sweeping conclusions are to be made from them. As it is, based on the 
examination of the actual texts from (English language) Catholic sources 
above, it is a twisted caricature of what was actually stated, by means of 
abominable methods unworthy of any scholar. It’s academically 
inexcusable, to put it mildly. 

We've already seen how Hughes distorted what Pope Pius XII actually 
said. But then he goes further and draws absurd conclusions, making out 
that Catholicism is almost Mormon-like in its blurring of the distinctions 
between God and man. Thus he continues (p. 8): 


The distinction between God and man is reduced to one that is no 
longer absolute but relative, not only in the matter of ability but even in 
that of being. This human potential is symbolized in a concrete manner 
in the person of Mary, free from taint of sin, collaborating in 
redemption—without whose consent and cooperation, indeed, our 
redemption would not have been effected—and exalted to the heights 
of divinity as the queen-mother of heaven, there to intercede with a 
mother’s compassionate heart and turn aside the displeasure of a less 
indulgent Mediator. 

Those who had hopes that the Second Vatican Council would apply 
the brakes to the rapidly advancing cult of Mary and seek to restore to 
Christ the uniqueness of the mediatorial office were soon disillusioned. 


At least Hughes cited the Dogmatic Constitution on the Church from the 
Second Vatican Council (1962-1965) in a rare gesture of magnanimity 
towards Catholics (p. 9): 


In fairness it must be said that ... it is explicitly stated that because 
Mary “belongs to the offspring of Adam” she is “one with all human 
beings in their need for salvation” ... and that assurance is given that 
“the maternal duty of Mary toward men in no way obscures or 
diminishes” the “unique mediation of Christ” ... 


But he immediately downplays this, and is quite unpersuaded that we 
mean what we say in our official documents (pp. 9-10): 


Despite all the qualifying clauses, the effect, in both logic and practice, 
of the Mariology of the Roman church is to rob Christ of the 
uniqueness of his redemptive and mediatorial office... 

Far from restraining the tide of Mariolatry, the Second Vatican 
Council has strongly endorsed it ... 

Nothing less than the Gospel of our redemption is at stake here. 


This is a classic, and sadly typical instance of what anti-Catholic bias 
does to even a scholarly mind. All we can do is correct the facts regarding 
citation of popes and other Catholics, and provide explanation and 
rationale for why we believe as we do (the goal of this cpater and this 
book). I am happy as always to leave it to the reader to determine where 
the truth lies, now that both sides have been presented. 


Chapter Twenty-One 


Is Mary’s Anxiety in Looking for Young Jesus a 
Sin?: Reply to a Misguided “Exegetical” 
Argument 


Matthew 6:34 (RSV) Therefore do not be anxious [merimnao] about 
tomorrow, for tomorrow will be anxious for itself. Let the day’s own 
trouble be sufficient for the day. (cf. Lk 12:22—29) 


Luke 2:48 And when they saw him they were astonished; and his 
mother said to him, “Son, why have you treated us so? Behold, your 
father and I have been looking for you anxiously [odunaomai]? 


An anti-Catholic Protestant whom I encountered online made the 
above “argument” from the conjunction of the two passages above. It is 
worthy of the typical garden variety atheist skeptic who very often argues 
in the same simplistic fashion, and as illogical as many others already 
scrutinized in this volume. But people are obviously swayed by bad 
reasoning like this, otherwise fale opinions about Mary and about what 
Catholics believe about her wouldn't continue to be so prevalent. 

The simplistic argument runs as follows: Jesus condemned anxiety, yet 
His mother was guilty of the same thing; hence, she sinned; therefore, she 
was not immaculately conceived after all. Some folks are desperate to find 
something—anything—in Scripture that can demonstrate a sin that the 
Blessed Virgin Mary committed; this passage is thus pressed into service 
for that end. 

The fallacy lies in the words used and what they mean (and how they 
are used elsewhere, and how they are applied to other persons and 
attributes). First of all, two different Greek words are in play in these 


passages. The one in Matthew 6:34 is merimnao (Strong’s word #3309), 
whereas the one in Luke is odunaomai (Strong’s word #3600). 

Merimnao provides a very interesting cross-referencing study. The 
believer is not to be anxious, in terms of worrying and fretting over what 
the future holds, or over God’s provision (Matthew 6:25, 27-28, 31, 34; 
10:19; Luke 10:41; 12:11, 22, 25-26; Philippians 4:6). It’s not absolutely 
clear whether that is even a sin, strictly speaking. On the other hand, the 
same word is positively used by the Apostle Paul, in the sense of “caring for’. 
For example: 


1 Corinthians 7:32-34 I want you to be free from anxieties. The 
unmarried man is anxious about the affairs of the Lord, how to please 
the Lord; [33] but the married man is anxious about worldly affairs, 
how to please his wife, [34] and his interests are divided. And the 
unmarried woman or girl is anxious about the affairs of the Lord, how to 
be holy in body and spirit; but the married woman is anxious about 
worldly affairs, how to please her husband. 


Anxieties, above, is from a different Greek word, amerimnos (Strong’s 
word #275). It’s not a matter of good (being unmarried) vs. evil (married), 
but of “good and better.’ Paul is speaking very practically: about time 
management issues. He’s not saying that marriage is a bad thing, and so he 
states things in relative terms, according to what one’s calling is: 


1 Corinthians 7:36-38 If any one thinks that he is not behaving 
properly toward his betrothed, if his passions are strong, and it has to 
be, let him do as he wishes: let them marry—it is no sin. [37] But 
whoever is firmly established in his heart, being under no necessity but 
having his desire under control, and has determined this in his heart, to 
keep her as his betrothed, he will do well. [38] So that he who marries 
his betrothed does well; and he who refrains from marriage will do better. 


This shows that merimnao is not an absolute prohibition, and certainly 
not always a sin. There are legitimate things to be concerned about, or to 
care about, which is the other related meaning. Moreover, St. Paul uses it 
positively in two other places as well: 


1 Corinthians 12:25 that there may be no discord in the body, but that 
the members may have the same care for one another. 


Philippians 2:19-20 I hope in the Lord Jesus to send Timothy to you 
soon, so that I may be cheered by news of you. [20] I have no one like 
him, who will be genuinely anxious for your welfare. 


Paul also uses the closely related cognate, merimna, in similar fashion: 


2 Corinthians 11:28 And, apart from other things, there is the daily 
pressure upon me of my anxiety for all the churches. 


This was in the context of his “boasting” (11:17-18, 21, 30). But in 
Philippians 4:6, he uses the word similarly to Jesus’ use: 


Have no anxiety about anything, but in everything by prayer and 
supplication with thanksgiving let your requests be made known to 


God. 
And St. Peter does the same with merimna: 
1 Peter 5:7 Cast all your anxieties on him, for he cares about you. 


Clearly, then, usage varies by situation. We are to trust in God and have 
faith in His provisions and mercy, but it doesn’t follow that we can’t worry 
if a child is out till 4 AM or if someone is injured, etc. There is a proper 
sense of care or anxiety, and we have seen that this holds true in the Bible 
as well. But the Greek word in Luke 2:48 is a different one, anyway. 
Odunaomai means to be in distress or anguish. Is that a sin? 

It is not necessarily a sin at all. Mary and Joseph were simply worried 
about the whereabouts of their son. If parents didn’t worry in some strong 
sense about their children, when there was sufficient cause, I submit that 
they would be negligent, irresponsible parents. The passage doesn't show 
Mary as a sinner, but rather, as a very human, normal, concerned parent, 
as all parents should be. We wouldn't expect anything less of the 
Immaculate Mother of God. 

But let’s assume for the sake of argument that Mary and Joseph sinned 
in that instance, and apply the usual wooden literalism, typical of much 
fundamentalist, anti-Catholic (not mainstream evangelical Protestant) 
“exegesis. Let’s look at another case of the same Greek word: 


Acts 20:37—38 And they all wept and embraced Paul and kissed him, 
[38] sorrowing most of all because of the word he had spoken, that they 
should see his face no more. And they brought him to the ship. 


Here, the elders of the church of Ephesus were saying farewell to Paul, 
and were, of course, sad and sorrowful. This is the same word as in Luke 
2:48. We have been told that Mary sinned, as recorded in that verse. So, by 
this “logic,” the Ephesian elders were obviously gravely sinning as well. But 
Luke (i.e., the same author) doesn’t appear to present them in that way, 
does he? If we apply the same interpretation here, we could rewrite the 
passage as follows: 


“Acts 20:37—38” (RFV: Revised Fundamentalist Version) And they all 
wept and embraced Paul and kissed him, [38] sinning by being anxious 
most of all because of the word he had spoken, that they should see his 
face no more. And they brought him to the ship. 


Since this is absurd, and in light of all the other factors outlined above, 
the entire argument collapses and forms no disproof whatsoever of Mary’s 
sinlessness, or her Immaculate Conception.’ 
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